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PREFACE 


Y “History of the Byzantine Empire,” which now comes out in a new 
English edition, has a rather long history. Its original text had been 
published i in Russia, in Russian. The first volume was in press during the last 
months of imperial Russia and in the early days of the first revolution, and 
appeared in 1917, without footnotes, under the title “Lectures in the History 
of Byzantium” (down to the Crusades). The second volume, in three sep- 
arate parts, “Byzantium and the Crusades,” “The Latin Sway in the Levant,” 
and “The Fall of Byzantium,” was printed in 1923-1925, and was supplied 
with references to the original and secondary sources. The Russian edition is 
now entirely out of date. 

The first English edition came out twenty-three years ago (1928-1929) in 
two volumes, in the University of Wisconsin Studies. Basing the text of this 
edition on the Russian original, I thoroughly revised, supplemented, and 
brought it up to date. This edition has long been out of print. 

In 1932, I revised and enlarged considerably the text for the French edition 
which appeared in Paris in the same year, and which is now out of print 
also. Later, I made just a few changes for the Spanish edition, which was 
published in Barcelona in 1948. The Turkish edition of the first volume of 
this work, which came out at Ankara in 1943, 1s the translation from the 
French edition. Surprisingly enough, this edition is entirely out of print, so 
that even I myself, the author, have no copy of my own, and saw a copy from 
the Library of Congress. 

This second English edition is based on the French. But since 1932 when 
the French edition appeared, nineteen years have passed, and during this pe- 
riod many works of great value have been published and are to be incor- 
porated in the new edition. In 1945, in accordance with the wish of the Uni- 
versity of Wisconsin, I revised the text again for a new edition, and even 
added a special section on Byzantine feudalism. However, this revision was 
made in 1945, and during the period from 1945 to 1951 other more important 
publications have appeared. I have tried to do my best to make a list of neces- 
sary additions and changes; but this has been made sporadically, not sys- 
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tematically, and I am afraid that several essential lacunae may be discovered 
in the most recent period. 

During the last two years, my former student and now the distinguished 
professor at Rutgers University, Peter Charanis, was of great help to me, par- 
ticularly in the preparation of bibliography, and it is my duty and pleasure 
to express to him my deep gratitude. As I said in the preface to the first Eng- 
lish edition, however, it is not my intention to give a complete bibliography 
of the subject, so that in the text as well as in the bibliography, I give only 
the most important or most recent publications. 

Though fully aware that the chronological scheme of my work sometimes 
presents serious inconveniences, I have not changed it in this new edition; to 
do so I should have had to write an entirely new book. 

I express my cordial thanks to Mr. Robert L. Reynolds, Professor of His- 
tory at the University of Wisconsin, and the University of Wisconsin Geog- 
raphy Department who have been very kind and cooperative in assisting the 
editors of this book with the preparation of maps. I also tender my warmest 
thanks to Mrs. Ednah Shepard Thomas who, with remarkable conscientious- 
ness, has revised my manuscript and corrected the inadequacies of my Eng- 
lish. Finally, I should like to thank Mr. Kimon T. Giocarinis for the dif- 
ficult task of compiling an index for this book. | 

A. A. Vasiliev 
Dumbarton Oaks, 
Harvard University 


Washington, D.C. 
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CHAPTER I: THE STUDY OF BYZANTINE HISTORY 


WESTERN EUROPEAN SCHOLARSHIP 


HE period of the Italian Renaissance was primarily concerned with the 
At classical literature of Greece and Rome. Byzantine literature was al- 
most unknown in Italy, and there seemed to be no marked desire to become 
acquainted with it. This neglectful attitude toward medieval Greek literature 
gradually changed as a result of frequent visits to the East in search of Greek 
manuscripts and the thorough study of the Greek language, but during the 
fourteenth and fifteenth centuries interest in Byzantine literature was only 
casual and was completely overshadowed by interest in the classical world. 

During the sixteenth century, however, interest in Byzantine history and 
literature became more pronounced. In this century numerous works of By- 
zantine writers, though unequal in importance and chosen at random, were 
published in various parts of Europe: in Germany by Hieronymus Wolf, in 
Holland by Meursius, in Italy by two Greeks—Alemannus and Allatius. 


The part played by France 


The truly scientific study of the Byzantine period was begun in France 
during the seventeenth century. It was during the brilliant period of Louis 
XIV that Byzantine scholarship found a place of honor in France—the era 
when French literature became a model for all Europe, when kings, ministers, 
bishops, and private individuals vied with each other in founding libraries 
and collecting manuscripts, when every kind of favor and attention was 
showered upon learned men. 

In the early part of the seventeenth century Louis XIII translated from the 
original Greek into French the instructions of Deacon Agapetus to Justinian. 
Cardinal Mazarin, a lover of books and a tireless collector of manuscripts, 
founded a rich library which included numerous Greek writings. After his 
death this collection passed into the possession of the Paris Royal Library 
(now the National Library), which had been founded in the sixteenth cen- 
tury by Francis I. The famous minister of Louis XIV, Colbert, who was also 
director of the royal library, strove constantly to add to its literary treasures 
and to obtain manuscripts from abroad. In the eighteenth century the king 


z 


4 The Study of Byzantine History 


acquired for the royal library the rich private collection of Colbert, which 
contained a large number of Greek manuscripts. Cardinal Richelieu founded 
the royal press in Paris (the Louvre Press) for the purpose of publishing in 
a satisfactory style the works of outstanding writers. The type face used by 
this press, known as Royal Greek, was remarkable for its beauty. In 1648, 
under the patronage of Louis XIV and Colbert, the royal printing house 
published one volume of the first collection of the works of Byzantine his- 
torians. By the year 1711 thirty-four folio volumes of this collection had been 
published. The edition was a great achievement for its time, and has not 
been supplanted entirely to this day. At the time the first volume of this 
collection appeared the French editor and scholar Labbé (Labbaeus) issued 
an appeal (Protrepticon) to all lovers of Byzantine history in which he 
stressed the importance of the history of the Eastern Greek Empire, “so as- 
tonishing in the number of events, so alluring in its diversity, so remarkable 
in the length of its duration.” He urged European scholars to search out and 
publish documents buried in the dust of libraries, promising to all collabo- 
rators eternal fame “more enduring than marble and brass.”* 

Du Cange.—The leading French scholar of the seventeenth century was 
the famous Du Cange (1610-88), whose numerous and varied writings have 
retained their vitality and importance. Historian and philologist, archeologist 
and numismatist, artistic editor, Du Cange was a highly skilled worker in 
all these capacities, a tireless and accurate scholar. He was born at Amiens in 
1610, and was sent by his father to the Jesuit college. After some years at 
Orléans and Paris as a lawyer, he returned to his native city. He married and 
was the father of ten children. In 1668, forced by the plague to leave 
Amiens, he settled in Paris, where he lived until his death on October 23, 
1688. It is surprising that at forty-five years of age he had published nothing 
and his name was little known outside Amiens. He accomplished his gigantic 
work in the last thirty-three years of his life. The number of his literary works 
would be incredible if the originals, all in his own writing, were not still 
extant. His biographer writes: “Un savant du XVIIIe siécle s’est écrié dans 
un bizarre accés d’enthousiasme: ‘Comment peut-on avoir tant lu, tant pensé, 
tant écrit et avoir été cinquante ans marié et pére d’une nombreuse famille?’ ”” 
The outstanding works of Du Cange on Byzantine history are: The History 
of the Empire of Constantinople under the French Emperors (Histoire de 
empire de Constantinople sous les empereurs francais), revised by Du Cange 
toward the end of his life but not published in this revision until the nine- 
teenth century; On Byzantine Familtes (De familits byzantinis), containing 


1 Ph. Labbé, De byzantinae historiae scrip- * L. Feugére, Etude sur la vie et les ouvrages 
toribus ad omnes per orbem cruditos de Ducange, 9. 
mpotpentixoy, 5-6. 


Western European Scholarship 5 


rich genealogical material; and The Christian Constantinople (Constanti- 
nopolis Christiana), full of detailed accurate information about the topography 
of Constantinople up to 1453 a.p. The last two works are known under one 
common title, Historia Byzantina duplict commentario illustrata. Three 
months before his death Du Cange published the two volumes (in folio) of 
his Dictionary of Medieval Greek (Glossarium ad scriptores mediae et infimae 
graecitatis), which, according to the Russian Byzantine scholar, V. G. Vasi- 
lievsky, “is an unparalleled work, the compilation of which might well have 
employed an academy of scholars.”* Even today this glossary is indispensable 
to all students of Byzantine, as well as of general, medieval history. Besides 
all these original works Du Cange produced many standard editions of the 
writings of distinguished Byzantine historians. These editions are particularly 
valuable because of their learned notes. Of very great importance to Byzantine 
scholars is another enormous work by Du Cange, The Dictionary of Medi- 
eval Latin (Glossarium ad scriptores mediae et infimae latinitatis). After a 
lifetime of excellent health, Du Cange suddenly fell ill in June, 1688, and 
died in October, at the age of seventy-eight, surrounded by his family and 
friends. He was buried at the Church of Saint-Gervais. No trace remains 
of his grave. A narrow and remote Paris street is still called “Rue Du Cange.””* 

Other French writers—Du Cange was not the only worker in this field. 
During the same period Mabillon (1632-1707) wrote his immortal Diplo- 
matics (De re diplomatica), which created an entirely new science of docu- 
ments and charters. The early part of the eighteenth century saw the publica- 
tion of a most important work by Montfaucon (1655-1741), Greek Pale- 
ography, which continues to be valuable. At this time appeared also the 
voluminous work of the Benedictine monk from Ragusa, Banduri (1670- 
1743), who lived and wrote in Paris. His Eastern Empire (Imperium Orien- 
tale), published in 1711, contains a wealth of material on the historical 
geography, historical topography, and the archeology of the Byzantine period. 
Almost contemporary with this work is the extensive study of the Dominican 
monk Le Quien (1661-1733), The Christian Orient (Oriens christianus), 
which is a rich collection of historical information with special emphasis on 
the church of the Christian Orient.* Thus until the middle of the eighteenth 


3V. Vasilievsky, A Survey of Works on death written by a contemporary scholar, 


Byzantine History, 139. See the letters of the 
publisher, Jean Amission, to Du Cange in 
H. Omont, “Le Glossaire grec du Du Cange. 
Lettres d’Amisson a Du Cange relatifs a l’im- 
pression du Glossaire (1682-88),”" Revue des 
études grecque, V (1892), 212-49. 

*See Feugére, Etude sur Ducange, 67-71. 
A very interesting letter on his illness and 


Etienne Baluze, appears in the Bonn edition 
of the Chronicon Paschale, WI, 67-71. There 
is no satisfactory biography of Du Cange. 

5 See J. U. Bergkamp, Dom Jean Mabillon 
and the Benedictine Historical School of Satnt- 
Maur; rich bibliography, 116-19. S. Salaville, 
“Le second centenaire de Michel le Quien 
(1733-1933),” Echos d’Orient, XXXII (1933), 
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century France was undoubtedly the leading center of Byzantine research, and 
many French works of that period are still of great value. 


The eighteenth century and the Napoleonic era 


In this same century conditions in France changed. The Age of Reason, 
characterized by denial of the past, by skepticism toward religion, by strong 
criticism of clerical power and despotic monarchy, could no longer find any- 
thing of interest in the Byzantine Empire. Medieval history was thought 
of as the history of a “Gothic, barbarian” period, as a source of darkness and 
ignorance. Without any study of that period some of the best minds of the 
eighteenth century advanced severe criticisms of medieval Greek history. 
Voltaire, criticizing the imperial epoch of Roman history, adds, “There exists 
another history, more absurd [ridicule| than the history of Rome since the 
time of Tacitus: it is the history of Byzantium. This worthless collection 
[recueil | contains nothing but declamations and miracles. It is a disgrace to 
the human mind.’ Montesquieu, a serious historian, wrote that, beginning 
with the early part of the seventh century, “the history of the Greek Empire is 
nothing but a tissue of revolts, seditions, and perfidies.”” The writings of 
the English historian Gibbon also were greatly influenced by the ideology of 
the eighteenth century. This negative and derogatory attitude toward By- 
zantine history which had developed during the latter half of the eighteenth 
century survived the period of the French Revolution and persisted through 
the early part of the nineteenth century. The well-known German philoso- 
pher, Hegel (1770-1831), for example, wrote in his Lectures on the Philosophy 
of History: “The Byzantine Empire was distracted by passions of all kinds 
within, and pressed by the barbarians—to whom the emperors could offer 
but feeble resistance—without. The realm was in a condition of perpetual 
insecurity. Its general aspect presents a disgusting picture of imbecility; 
wretched, nay insane, passions stifle the growth of all that is noble in thoughts, 
deeds, and persons. Rebellion on the part of the generals, depositions of the 
emperors by their means or through the intrigues of the courtiers, assassina- 
tion or poisoning of the emperors by their own wives and sons, women sur- 
rendering themselves to lusts and abominations of all kinds—such are the 
scenes which history here brings before us; till at last about the middle of the 
fifteenth century (A.D. 1453) the rotten edifice of the Eastern Empire crumbled 
in pieces before the might of the vigorous Turks.”® Statesmen cited Byzantium 
as an unworthy example. Thus, Napoleon I, during the time of the Hundred 


257-66. James Westfall Thompson, “The Age deur des Romains et de leur décadence, trans. 

of Mabillon and Montfaucon,” American His- J. Baker, chap. XXI, 437. 

torical Review, XLVII (1942), 225-44. 8 Vorlesungen uber die Philosophie der Ge- 
8 Le pyrrhonisme de l’histoire, chap. XV. schichte, Il, part 3, “Kapitel.” See Lectures on 
7 Considérations sur les causes de la gran- the Philosophy of History, trans. J. Sibree, 353. 


Western European Scholarship 7 


Days, in his speech to the Houses in June, 1815, said, “Help me save our 
country. . . . Let us not follow the example of the Byzantine Empire [n’im1- 
tons pas l’example du Bas-Empire], which, being pressed from all sides by 
the barbarians, became the laughing-stock of posterity because it was pre- 
occupied with petty quarrels while the battering-ram was breaking through 
the city gates.” 

It was not until the middle of the nineteenth century that the attitude to- 
ward medievalism changed in scholarly circles. After the storms of the revolu- 
tionary period and the Napoleonic Wars, Europeans regarded the Middle 
Ages differently. There was an awakening of interest in the study of this 
“Gothic, barbarian” period. Byzantine history once more became a field for 
serious scholarly investigation. 

Montesquieu.—It was in the first half of the eighteenth century that the 
famous representative of the Age of Reason, Montesquieu (1689-1755), wrote 
his Reflections on the Causes of the Greatness and Fall of the Romans (Con- 
sidérations sur les causes de la grandeur des Romains et de leur décadence), 
published in 1734. The first part of this book gives a brief, very interesting, and 
brilliant account of the development of the Roman Empire beginning with 
the founding of Rome, while the last four chapters are devoted to the By- 
zantine period, ending with the capture of Constantinople by the Turks in 
1453 A.D. This work, naturally written under the influence of the ideas of the 
eighteenth century, makes it very apparent that Montesquieu held the correct 
view in regard to the history of this period; he considered Byzantine history 
as a continuation of Roman history. As he says, he begins calling the Roman 
Empire the “Greek Empire” only from the second half of the sixth century. 
His attitude toward the history of this Empire was very harsh. He contended 
that the Byzantine Empire had so many organic defects in its social structure, 
in its religious life, in its methods of warfare, that it is hard to understand how 
a polity so corrupt could have lasted until the middle of the fifteenth century. 
This question seemed of much importance to him and he devoted the last 
chapter to an explanation of the factors that accounted for the prolonged 
existence of the Empire. He pointed out the strife among the victorious Arabs, 
the invention of “Greek fire,” the prosperous trade of Constantinople, the 
settlement of the barbarians in the Danube regions, who thus protected the 
Empire against new invasions, as the chief causes of the long life of the 
Eastern Empire. “It was thus,” he wrote, “that, while the Empire was weaken- 
ing because of poor government, it was being aided by unusual outside 
causes.” The Empire under the last Palaeologi, threatened by the Turks, 
reminded Montesquieu of the Rhine, “which resembles a little stream when 
it becomes lost in the ocean.” 


® Moniteur, 13 Juin, 1815. See H. Houssaye, 1875, I, 622-23. 
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Though Montesquieu’s chief interest lay outside Byzantine history, and. 
though he shared fully the disdain of his time for medievalism, he did leave 
thought-provoking pages which even today may be read with great interest. 
One of the modern students of Montesquieu, the French scholar A. Sorel, 
calls his chapters on the Byzantine Empire “a masterly account and a model 
interpretation.”*° 

Gibbon.—The eighteenth century produced also the English historian 
Edward Gibbon (1737-94), author of the famous History of the Decline and 
Fall of the Roman Empire. Gibbon was born on April 27, 1737. He received 
his early education partly at Westminster and partly under the care of 
tutors, and in 1752 he matriculated at Magdalen College, Oxford. After 
a short stay there he went to Lausanne, Switzerland, where he was placed 
under the guidance of a Calvinist. Here he remained for five years, spending 
most of his time studying the French language and reading classical literature 
and important historical and philosophical works. This long stay left a strong 
and lasting impression on the mind of the young Gibbon, and Switzerland 
became his second home. As he wrote later, “I had ceased to be an English- 
man. At the flexible period of youth, from the age of sixteen to twenty-one, my 
opinions, habits, and sentiments were cast in a foreign mold; the faint and 
distant remembrance of England was almost obliterated; my native language 
was grown less familiar; and I should have cheerfully accepted the offer of a 
moderate independent fortune on the terms of perpetual exile.” At Lausanne, 
Gibbon “has the satisfaction of seeing the most extraordinary man of the age 
—a poet, a historian, a philosopher,” Voltaire."? 

Upon his return to London, Gibbon published in 1761 his farst work, 
written in French, An Essay on the Study of Literature (Essai sur l'étude de 
la litérature), which was received warmly in France and Holland but with 
indifference in England. The next two and a half years Gibbon spent with 
the Hampshire militia, organized during the Seven Years’ War between 
France and England, and in 1763 he returned by way of Paris to his beloved 
Lausanne. During that year he traveled through Italy, visiting Florence, 
Rome, Naples, Venice, and other Italian cities. The stay in Rome was of 
special importance to Gibbon’s subsequent career, for it suggested to him 
the idea of writing a history of the Eternal City. “It was in Rome,” he wrote, 
“on the fifteenth of October, 1764, as I sat musing amidst the ruins of the 
Capitol, while the barefooted fryars were singing Vespers in the temple of 
Jupiter, that the idea of writing the decline and fall of the City first started 
to my mind.”** Gibbon’s original plan was to write only about the city of 
Rome; it was later that the project developed into a history of the entire 


10 Montesquieu (2nd ed., 1889), 64. bon, ed. J. Murray, 148, 152. 
11The Autobiographies of Edward Gib- 12 Ibid., 302. 
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Roman Empire, both western and eastern, down to the fall of Constantinople 
in 1453- 

Upon his second return to London, Gibbon began a very active search for 
materials for this prospective work. The first volume of the history, which 
begins at the time of Augustus, appeared in 1776. Its success was instantaneous. 
Within a few days the first edition was sold out. According to Gibbon, his 
“book was on every table, and almost on every toilette.”** The subsequent 
volumes, in which it was clear that his own religious views were quite in 
harmony with the spirit of the eighteenth century, caused a storm of protest, 
especially among the Italian Catholics. 

Gibbon had one abiding desire: he wanted Lausanne, the school of his 
youth, to shelter the declining years of his life. Finally, twenty years after 
his second visit to Lausanne, Gibbon had acquired sufficient means for an 
independent existence. He returned to his favorite city and there completed 
his history. He himself described the moment of finishing his work of many 
years: 


It was on the day, or rather the night, of the twenty-seventh of June, 1787, be- 
tween the hours of eleven and twelve, that I wrote the last lines of the last page in 
a summer-house in my garden. After laying down my pen I took several turns in 
a berceau, or a covered walk of acacias, which commands a prospect of the country, 
the lake, and the mountains. The air was temperate, the sky was serene, the silver 
orb of the moon was reflected from the waters, and all Nature was silent. I will 
not dissemble the first emotions of joy on the recovery of my freedom, and perhaps 
the establishment of my fame. But my pride was soon humbled, and a sober melan- 
choly was spread over my mind by the idea that I had taken everlasting leave of 
an old and agreeable companion, and that, whatsoever might be the future date of 
my history, the life of the historian must be short and precarious.?* 


The sweeping events of the French Revolution forced Gibbon to return to 
England, where he died in January, 1794. 

Gibbon is one of the few writers who has a prominent place in literature 
as well as in history. The distinction of his style prompted a contemporary 
historian to compare him with Thucydides and Tacitus. Gibbon left an ex- 
cellent autobiography, of which the English editor Birkbeck Hill says, “It is 
so brief that it can be read by the light of two candles; it is so interesting 
in its contents and so attractive in turn of thought and in style that it can 
be read a second and third time with as much enjoyment as it is read the first 
time.” 

Reflecting the thought of his age, Gibbon maintained in his history this idea: 
“I have described the triumph of barbarism and religion.” In other words, 
Gibbon considered that the historical development of human society from 


13 Ibid., 311. 14 [bid., 333-34. 


10 The Study of Byzantine History 


the second century a.b. was a retrogressing movement. Today, of course, Gib- 
bon’s chapters on Christianity are of little more than historical interest. 

- Several factors affect modern judgments of Gibbon. Since his time historical 

‘materials are more abundant, the problems of history have changed, the 

_ examination of sources has become more critical, the problem of interrelation- 
ship of sources is more clearly defined, and new sciences, such as numismatics, 
epigraphy, sigillography (the science of seals), and papyrology have been ad- 
mitted to full citizenship in the domain of history. Moreover, Gibbon was not 
proficient in Greek. He was indebted for his materials on the period until 
518 a.p., that is up to the death of Emperor Anastasius I, to his excellent prede- 
cessor, the French scholar Tillemont, author of a work well known in its own 
time, The History of the Emperors (Histoire des Empereurs), published in 
Brussels beginning in 1692. Gibbon’s discussion of this period is therefore 
more detailed and accurate than his history of other periods. 

In his treatment of the subsequent period, that is the history of the Eastern 
Roman or Byzantine Empire, Gibbon was not very successful. This was due 
in part to the fact that he did not have access to some of the original sources 
and in part to the strong influence of the ideas of his age, so unfavorable to 
Byzantine history. As the English historian Freeman wrote: 


Now, with all Gibbon’s wonderful power of grouping and condensation, which 
is nowhere more strongly shown than in his Byzantine chapters, with all his vivid 
description and his still more effective art of insinuation, his is certainly not the 
style of writing to excite respect for the persons or period of which he is treating, 
or to draw many to a more minute study of them. His matchless faculty of sarcasm 
and depreciation is too constantly kept at work; he is too fond of anecdotes show- 
ing the weak and ludicrous side of any age or person; he is incapable of enthusiastic 
admiration for any thing or person. Almost any history treated in this manner 
would leave the contemptible side uppermost in the reader’s imagination. Perhaps 
no history could pass unscathed through such an ordeal; the Byzantine history, of 
all others, was the least capable of enduring such a mode of treatment.?® 


Byzantine history thus treated is presented in the wrong light. The per- 
sonal histories and domestic affairs of all the emperors, from the son of 
Heraclius to Isaac Angelus, are compressed into one chapter. “This mode 
of dealing with the subject,” remarked J. B. Bury, “is in harmony with the 
author’s contemptuous attitude toward the ‘Byzantine’ or ‘Lower’ Empire.”*® 
Gibbon’s interpretation of the internal history of the Empire after Heraclius 
not only is superficial but also gives an entirely false impression of the facts. 
Gibbon was limited, however, by the fact that in his time entire periods of 


15 Historical Essays (3rd series, 1879), 234- cline and Fall of the Roman Empire, ed. J. B. 
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history, such as the Iconoclastic epoch or the social history of the tenth and 
eleventh centuries, remained unexplored and unexplained. In spite of these 
defects and gaps, or rather with full recognition of them, Gibbon’s work is 
both interesting and worthwhile today. 

The first edition of The History of the Decline and Fall of the Roman 
Empire was published in six volumes in London during the years 1776-88. 
Since that time it has appeared in many editions. At the end of the nineteenth 
century the English Byzantine scholar J. B. Bury published a new edition of 
the work, supplementing it with extremely valuable comments, many in- 
teresting and refreshing additions on numerous questions, and an excellent 
index. Bury’s additions include the results of historical investigation since 
the time of Gibbon. Gibbon’s work has been translated into practically all 
European languages. Before the appearance of Bury’s edition, the French 
translation of the well-known historian and politician, Guizot (13 volumes), 
published in Paris in 1828, was very valuable because of its critical and 
historical notes. A Russian translation by Nevedomsky was published in 
Moscow during the years 1883 to 1886.'? 

Lebeau—The slighting attitude toward Byzantium on the part of French 
writers of the eighteenth century did not prevent the Frenchman Charles 
Lebeau from recording the events of Byzantine history in great detail.’® 
He knew little Greek and therefore had to rely on Latin translations of original 
sources, which he used without critical discrimination. He entitled his com- 
pilation, Histoire du Bas-Empire en commencant a Constantin le Grand, and 
for a long time this title served as a symbol of the prevalent attitude of disdain 
toward the Byzantine Empire.’® Although twenty-one volumes were pub- 
lished between 1757 and 1786, it was unfinished. It was later completed by 
six more volumes, but the finished work is of little importance today. It 
was revised and enlarged in the nineteenth century by two orientalists, M. de 
Saint-Martin, a specialist in Armenian history, and M. Brosset, a specialist 
in Georgian history. Saint-Martin wrote: “This is not only a new edition 
of Lebeau’s work which we announce, but a matter of a new work whose 
importance is not to be contested by anyone interested in the progress of 
historical studies.”*° This new edition (Paris, 1824-36), under the title His- 


17 See William Chamberlain, “On Reread- 
ing Gibbon,” The Atlantic Monthly, CLXXIV 
(October, 1944), 65-70, for the reaction of a 
modern reader. 

18 Among several biographies of Lebeau see 
“Eloge de Lebeau par Dupuy,” in Works, ed. 
M. de Saint Martin and M. Brosset, I, xi1i- 
XXVIL. 
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meaning: “low” in position, and “late” in 
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20 Histoire du Bas-Empire, 1, xi. In 1847 a 
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de l'histoire de Bas-Empire de Lebeau. The 
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toire du Bas-Empire, may have some value even at present because of the 
abundant additions from oriental, chiefly Armenian, sources. 

Nougaret—lIn 1799 a French writer, P. J. B. Nougaret, published a five- 
volume work under a very long title, the abridgement of which is: Anecdotes 
of Constantinople, or of the Bas-Empire, from the reign of Constantine, its 
founder, to the capture of Constantinople by Mahomet II, and down to our 
days... with most striking examples of the vicissitudes of fortune and most 
extraordinary revolutions. This work is merely a compilation of extracts from 
various writings, particularly from the Histoire du Bas-Em pire by Lebeau, and 
has no historical value. In the preface Nougaret reflected the political appre- 
hensions of his time; he anticipated “a catastrophe which seems to be prepar- 
ing before our eyes and which may make the second Rome fall into the power 
of the Tartars who are now called Russians. . . . Constantinople is now often 
spoken of, since a monstrous alliance has united the Turks and Russians 
against France.”””? 

In 1811 Nougaret abridged this five-volume work into a single. volume 
which he published under the title Beauties of the History of the Bas-Empire 
containing most curious and interesting accounts from Constantine the Great 
down to the capture of Constantinople by Mahomet II. He dedicated it to the 
instruction of youth: “These disastrous and bloody scenes,” the author wrote, 
“these events so worthy of memory, will inspire in our young readers the 
most useful reflexions; they will feel how precious is virtue, seeing that vice 
and crime very often cause evil to peoples; they «vill bless heaven for living 
at an epoch when revolutions are known only through history; and they 
will be able to appreciate the happiness of a nation which is governed by a 
magnanimous prince and benefactor of his subjects.” 

Royou.—During the Napoleonic period J. C. Royou, a journalist who be- 
came an attorney during the Directory and a play-censor in the period of 
the Restoration, wrote his nine-volume History of the Late Empire from the 
Time of Constantine to the Capture of Constantinople in 1453 (Histoire du 
Bas-Empire depuis Constantin jusqu’a prise de Constantinople en .1453). 
Most of the existing histories written in French needed revision, said Royou, 
especially those of the “Bas-Empire,” and Lebeau, “while possessing some 
good qualities, is hardly readable.” In Royou’s opinion, Lebeau forgot that 
“history must not be an account of all that has happened in the world, but 
rather a record of only those events which are of an interesting nature; what 
gives no instruction or pleasure must be sacrificed without any hesitation.” 


Geschichte vom Humanismus bis zur Jezt-  torique du sud-est européen, 1X (1932), 428, 
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He believed that “by studying the causes of the fall of empires, means can be 
found to prevent, or at least to retard, their fall in the future. . . . Finally, in 
Constantinople we can observe with pleasure, to some extent, the shadow 
of the Roman Empire. The spectacle is fascinating until the last moment of 
its existence.”?* The often anecdotal history of Royou is not based on original 
sources nor is it supplemented by any references. The quotations above are a 
fair indication of the value of the work. 

Shortly after Royou’s work there appeared The History of the Bas-Empire 
by an amazingly prolific French writer, M. le Comte de Ségur. His study of 
the whole period of Byzantine history is without historical value, but it en- 
joyed vast popularity among French readers and passed through several edi- 
tions.** 


Mid-nineteenth century to the present 


Not until the middle of the nineteenth century did serious general works 
on the history of the Byzantine Empire begin to appear. 

Finlay—Byzantine historical study was greatly advanced by the work of 
the English historian George Finlay, 4 History of Greece from the Conquest 
by the Romans to the Present Time (B.C. 146—A.D. 1864). Like Gibbon, 
Finlay left an autobiography which throws much light on the factors in his 
interesting life which influenced his work. He was born in England in 1799, 
and received his elementary education there. Later, having chosen the bar as 
his future career, he went to the German city of Gottingen to complete his 
studies in Roman law. As the young Finlay was taking leave of his uncle, 
the latter said to him, “Well, George, I hope you will study hard at Roman 
law, but I suppose you will visit the Greeks before I see you again.”*> These 
words proved to be prophetic. 

The Greek Revolution which broke out at this time attracted the attention 
of all Europe. Instead of diligently studying Roman law, Finlay read widely 
on the history of Greece, studied the Greek language, and in 1823 decided 
to visit Greece to become acquainted with the life of its people. He also wished 
to decide for himself what promise the Greek revolt had for success. During 
his stay in Greece in 1823 and 1824 he frequently met Lord Byron, who had 
come to Greece to participate in the work of national liberation and who 
died there prematurely. In 1827, after a short visit to England, Finlay returned 
to Greece and took part in the work of the expedition formed by General 
Gordon to raise the siege of Athens. According to Finlay, the arrival of Count 
Capodistria as president of Greece and the protection of the three great 

23 Histoire du Bas-Empire, preface. 25 See the autobiography of Finlay in the 
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European powers, promised the Greeks a period of peaceful progress. A 
philhellenist by conviction, believing implicitly in the future of the new 
state, Finlay was seized by such a passion for Greece that he decided to make 
the soil of Hellas his home forever. He bought a landed estate, and on the 
purchase and improvement of it he spent all his money. It was at this ime 
that he began to think of writing a history of the Greek Revolution; in 
preparation for this he began a study of the country’s past. Gradually from 
his pen came a series of works on Greek history. His Greece Under the 
Romans, covering the events from 146 B.c. to 717 A.D. was published in 1844. 
Ten years later the History of the Byzantine and Greek Empires from 716 to 
1453 appeared. These were followed by two works on modern and contem- 
porary Greek history. Later he examined all his works carefully and decided 
to prepare them for a new edition, but before he finished this undertaking he 
died in Athens in January, 1875. The general work, A History of Greece 
from Its Conquest by the Romans to the Present Time (B.C. 146—A.D. 1864) 
was published in 1877 in a seven-volume edition by H. F. Tozer, who inserted 
the autobiography of Finlay at the beginning of the first volume. This last 
edition is the one which should be used today. 

In Finlay’s opinion the history of Greece during twenty centuries of 
foreign domination records the degradation and calamities of the nation 
that attained the highest level of civilization in the ancient world. Yet its na- 
tional character had not been obliterated nor its national ambition extin- 
guished. Historians ought not to ignore the history of a people that after 
these vicissitudes still had the energy to form an independent state. The con- 
dition of Greece during its long period of servitude, Finlay observed, was 
not one of uniform degeneracy. Under the Romans, and subsequently under 
the Ottomans, the Greeks formed only an insignificant portion of a vast 
empire. Their unwarlike character rendered them of little political im- 
portance, and many of the great changes and revolutions which occurred in 
the dominions of the emperors and of the sultans exerted no direct influence 
on Greece. Consequently, neither the general history of the Roman nor that 
of the Ottoman Empire forms a portion of Greek history. Under the Byzan- 
tine emperors the case was different for then the Greeks became identified 
with the imperial administration. The difference in the political position of 
the nation during these periods requires a different treatment from the his- 
torian to explain its characteristics.”° 

Finlay divided the history of the Greeks as a dependent nation into six 
periods: (1) The era of Roman domination, which did not end until the first 
half of the eighth century with the accession of Leo the Isaurian, who gave 
the administration of Constantinople a new character. (2) The second period 
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embraces the history of the Eastern Roman Empire in its new form, under 
its conventional title of the Byzantine Empire. The records of this despotism, 
modified, renovated, and invigorated by the Iconoclast emperors, constitute 
one of the most remarkable and instructive lessons in the history of mon- 
archical institutions. During this period the history of the Greeks is closely 
interwoven with the annals of the imperial government, so that the history 
of the Byzantine Empire forms a portion of the history of the Greek nation. 
Byzantine history extends from the accession of Leo the Isaurian in 716, to 
the conquest of Constantinople by the Crusaders in 1204. (3) After the de- 
struction of the Eastern Roman Empire, Greek history diverges into many 
channels. The exiled Roman-Greeks of Constantinople fled to Asia and es- 
tablished their capital at Nicaea; they prolonged the imperial administration 
in some provinces on the old model and with the old names. In less than 
sixty years they recovered possession of Constantinople; but though the 
government they established retained the proud title of Roman Empire, it 
was only a very poor replica of even the Byzantine state. This third period 
Finlay called the Greek Empire of Constantinople. Its feeble existence was 
terminated by the Ottoman Turks when they took Constantinople in 1453. 
(4) When the Crusaders conquered the greater part of the Byzantine Empire, 
they divided their conquest with the Venetians and founded the Latin Em- 
pire of Romania with feudal principalities in Greece. The domination of the 
Latins marked the decline of Greek influence in the East and caused a rapid 
diminution in the wealth and numbers of the Greek nation. This period 
extends from the conquest of Constantinople in 1204 until the conquest of 
Naxos by the Ottoman Turks in 1566. (5) The conquest of Constantinople 
in 1204 caused the foundation of a new Greek state in the eastern provinces 
of the Byzantine Empire, called the Empire of Trebizond. It represents 
a curious episode in Greek history. Its government bore a strong resemblance 
to the Georgian and Armenian monarchies, indicating the influence of 
Asiatic rather than European manners. For two and a half centuries it 
exercised considerable influence, based, however, on its commercial position 
and resources rather than on its political strength or Greek civilization. It 
had little influence on the fate of Greece, and its conquest in 1461 excited 
little sympathy. (6) The sixth and last period of the history of Greece under 
foreign domination extends from 1453 to 1821, and embraces both the 
Ottoman rule and the temporary occupation of the Peloponnesus by the 
Venetian Republic, from 1685 to 1715.”" 

Finlay made a great contribution to the study of Byzantine history. Though 
his division of Greek history into periods is, like any schematic division, 
a debatable procedure, still his is the unquestionable distinction of having 
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been the first to turn his attention to the internal history of the Byzantine 
state in its juridical, social, and economic phases. This was not, of course, a 
series of profound original investigations; such investigations are still wanting 
on many subjects. Most of Finlay’s accounts of the internal history were based 
upon general considerations and on analogies with recent historical events. 
His signal service was to raise many interesting questions concerning the 
internal history of the Byzantine Empire. Finlay’s work is interesting even 
today, in spite of the fact that he studied Byzantine history only as a prepara- 
tion for. writing a history of modern Greece. 

The English historian Freeman evaluated Finlay’s work in 1855. For 
deep and original research, he said, for a comprehensive grasp of his subject, 
and above all for a bold and independent spirit of inquiry, Finlay may take 
his place among great historical writers of his age. In the light of its vast 
scope and the difficulties of its execution, his work may be regarded as the 
greatest historical literature produced in Britain since the days of Gibbon. 
Finlay passed his life in the land and among the people of whom he wrote. 
Perhaps no great historical work ever owed its origin so directly to the events 
of the contemporary world. A man with a keen and observant mind, a 
student of law and political economy rather than a professional scholar, 
Finlay reflected deeply on the state of the land in which he lived and traced 
the causes of what he saw to their origin two thousand years before. His 
works have both gained and lost by the peculiar circumstances under which 
they were written. No work produced by either an ordinary scholar or an 
ordinary politician, Freeman concluded, could ever come near to the native 
strength and originality of the work of this solitary thinker, studying, using, 
and recording the events of two thousand years in order to solve the problems 
which he saw at his own door.?® Freeman showed a real understanding of 
Finlay’s distinction, the attempt to explain by means of ancient survivals 
in the present time, analogous phenomena in the past.”® 

Paparrigopoulo—About the middle of the nineteenth century the atten- 
tion of men interested in Byzantine history turned to the works of K. 
Paparrigopoulo, a serious Greek scholar and professor at the University of _ 
Athens who devoted his life to the study of the past of Greece. As early as 
the third and fourth decade of the nineteenth century he published some 
brief and interesting historical works, for example On the Settlement of Some 
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Slav Tribes in the Peloponnesus (Ilepi rhs érouxjnoews YaBuxov twwv 
dvdrwv eis THY IleXo7dvyno ov), published in Athens in 1843. But these were 
only preparatory steps toward his more extensive work. The main enterprise 
of his life was the history of his people. The result of his thirty years of effort 
was a five-volume History of the Greek People from the Most Ancient Times 
to Recent Years (‘Iortopia rov. “EXAnviKot EOvouvs amo TOV apxXatoTraTwV 
Xpovev péxpt TaV vewrépwv), published in Athens between 1860 and 1877. 
Several editions were published, the most recent edited by Karolides, published 
in Athens in 1925. This work gives the history of the Greek people until 1832. 
Written in modern Greek, this rather bulky work was not widely accessible, 
and Paparrigopoulo later decided to summarize his most important results 
in one volume, written in French and entitled A History of Hellenic Civiltza- 
tion (Histoire de la civilisation hellénique), published in Paris in 1878. To- 
ward the end of his life he undertook to publish a similar volume in Greek, 
but he died before he finished this book. After his death the work was pub- 
lished under the title The Most Instructive Results of the History of the 
Greek People (Athens, 1899). It represents an abstract or an outline, with 
some revisions, of the material which was given in great detail in the five- 
volume history. The last four volumes of this work are concerned with 
Byzantine history. , 

In spite of its strongly biased character, the work of Paparrigopoulo deserves 
much attention. The author looked upon history from the purely nationalistic 
point of view of an ardent Greek patriot. In all important phenomena he 
saw Greek origin; he considered Roman influence only casual and super- 
ficial. He devoted special attention to his favorite period, the epoch of the 
Iconoclast emperors. Not limiting himself to the religious aspects of the 
period, Paparrigopoulo saw in this movement an attempt to effect real social 
reform coming out of the innermost depths of the Hellenic spirit. Enthusi- 
astically he contended that, “leaving aside the fundamental religious dogmas, 
the Hellenic reforms of the eighth century were, from the standpoint of 
social changes, much broader and more systematic than more recent Western 
European reforms, advocating principles and dogmas which, to our great 
’ astonishment, are found in the eighth century.”*° But these reforms were too 
bold and radical for Byzantine society; hence the Iconoclast epoch was fol- 
lowed by a reactionary period. This explains why the Macedonian dynasty 
followed a conservative policy. Hellenism retained its importance during 
the entire medieval period. There were no inner causes for the fall of Con- 
stantinople in 1204; the capital of the empire yielded only to the crude physical 
force of the crusaders. And if the sad event of 1204 dealt a heavy blow to 
“Byzantine Hellenism” a dominating influence was soon exercised by “mod- 
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ern Hellenism,” from which the modern Greeks of the nineteenth century 
descend directly. Thus, in the opinion of Paparrigopoulo, Hellenism in one 
form or another continued a healthy existence during the entire Byzantine 
period. Although the work of this Greek scholar naturally reflects the en- 
thusiasm of a Greek patriot, his large History of the Greek People and the 
French History of Hellenic Civilization are very valuable books. Paparrigo- 
poulo’s chief service was to point out the great importance and complexity of 
the Iconoclast movement. His work cannot be used readily because it lacks 
index and references; the verification of facts and conclusions is very difficult 
and inconvenient. 

Hopf.—To the body of serious and tireless scholars in the field of Byzantine 
history in the nineteenth century belongs the German professor Carl Hopf 
(1832-73). A native of Westphalia, Hopf was the son of a secondary school 
teacher. At a very early age he showed evidence of a striking memory and 
a capacity for foreign languages. After completing his studies at the Uni- 
versity of Bonn he remained there as an assistant and devoted himself pas- 
sionately to the solution of his chief scientific problem, the study of Greek 
history under Frankish domination, the period after 1204 a.p. In 1853 and 
1854 Hopf made his first journey; he went by way of Vienna to northern 
Italy, which at that time was still in the hands of Austria. There he worked 
intensively, devoting most of his time to some private family archives. His 
labors resulted in the publication of archive documents and monographs de- 
voted to the history of separate Frankish kingdoms in Greece and of the 
islands of the Aegean Sea. While he was a professor at Greifswald and later 
chief librarian and professor at K6nigsberg, Hopf continued his study of the 
Middle Ages. He made a second journey (1861-63) to Genoa, Naples, 
Palermo, Malta, Corfi, Zante, Syra, Naxos, and Greece, and collected an 
enormous amount of manuscript material. Upon his return home Hopf 
began his work of organizing these materials, but his health broke down 
and he died at Wiesbaden in 1873, at the prime of his life and at the height 
of his creative scholarly career. He published a considerable number of 
monographs and articles, as well as numerous collections of sources relating 
to the Frankish epoch. 

Hopf’s most important and valuable work is his History of Greece from 
the Beginning of the Middle Ages to the Most Recent Times (Geschichte 
Griechenlands vom Beginne des Mittelalters bis auf die neuere Zeit (1867-68). 
This work, especially the portions based on manuscripts collected by Hopf 
himself, shows the author’s wide acquaintance with original sources. He de- 
voted most of his book to the period of Frankish domination in the East; 
basing his narrative on a mass of archive material, he was the first to give a 
detailed account of the external history of this domination, not only in the 
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important centers, but also in the small islands of the Aegean Sea. Not all the 
manuscripts collected by Hopf have been published; therefore certain portions 
of his book based upon them may be considered a genuine primary source. 
Hopf’s history analyzes in detail the question of the Slavs in Greece. He ad- 
vanced facts and arguments against the famous Fallmerayer theory, which 
maintained that the blood of the modern Greeks contains not a drop of the 
ancient Hellenic blood, and that the Greeks of today are descendants of the 
Slavs and Albanians who invaded Greece in the Middle Ages.” Unfortu- 
nately, Hopf’s valuable work was published in the old General Encyclopedia 
of Arts and Sciences (Ersch-Gruber, Allgemeine Encyklopadie der Wissen- 
schaften und Kiinste, vols. LXXXV and LXXXVI), which has a very limited 
circulation. This unsatisfactory edition lacks such indispensable tools as an 
index and a table of contents. Moreover, the book was not entirely finished 
by the author, the material is arranged without any plan, and the style is 
dry and heavy. But its enormous amount of fresh, unpublished material opens 
up entirely new pages of Greek medieval history during the period of 
Frankish domination. At present Hopf’s manuscript treasures can be found 
at the Berlin National Library. They constitute a very rich source of informa- 
tion for historians. , 

In later years several German scholars made use of Hopf’s work in writing 
more readable surveys of medieval Greek or Byzantine history. Of such 
historians at least two should be mentioned: Hertzberg and Gregorovius. 

Hertzberg.—G. F. Hertzberg was for some time a student of ancient Greek 
and Roman history. He later became interested in the Middle Ages, and wrote 
two works of a general nature: The History of Greece from the End of the 
Classical Period to the Present Time (Geschichte Griechenlands seit dem 
Absterben des antiken Lebens bis zum Gegenwart), four volumes published 
at Gotha, 1876-79; and History of the Byzantines and of the Ottoman Empire 
until the End of the Sixteenth Century (Geschichte der Byzantiner und 
des Osmanischen Reiches bis gegen Ende des sechzehnten Jahrhunderts), 
published in Berlin in 1883. While not truly original, these two books have 
introduced many of the results of Hopf’s work to a wider circle of readers, 
particularly because of their fine easy style. The second book was published 
in a Russian translation by P. V. Bezobrazov (Moscow, 1896). This transla- 
tion, as compared with the German original, is particularly valuable because 
Bezobrazov not only indicated the available literature on the subject, but 
also added several appendices which present the main results of studies made 
by Russian scholars in the field of Byzantine internal history. These additions 
concern phases neglected by Hertzberg, such as the great palace and the court 
ceremonial, handicrafts and trades corporations, peasants, the peasant com- 
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munity and the rural code, the measures for protecting peasant landowner- 
ship and the serfdom of the peasants, the position of the serfs, the peasant 
lots, the tax roll, the system of taxation, and the abuses of tax collectors. This 
book is very valuable for an elementary acquaintance with Byzantine his- 
tory. 

Gregorovius.—Another scholar who used Hopf’s investigations as a founda- 
tion for his own work was F. Gregorovius, famous for his large work on 
the history of Rome in the Middle Ages. This work suggested to the author 
the idea of studying the medieval history of another center of ancient civiliza- 
tion, Athens. The results of this study was his two-volume History of the 
City of Athens in the Middle Ages (Geschichte der Stadt Athen im Mittel- 
alter), published in Stuttgart in 1889. This work is founded upon the works 
of Hopf, which, according to Gregorovius, form a firm foundation for all 
investigations made since Hopf, as well as for any which might be under- 
taken in the future.*? But Gregorovius drew also upon the cultural life of 
the country, a phase Hopf neglected. He handled his problem brilliantly. By 
adding material discovered since the time of Hopf, he gave an excellent ac- 
count of the history of medieval Athens, with the general history of Byzan- 
tium as a background. He brought his account down to the time of the forma- 
tion of the Greek Kingdom in the nineteenth century. The interest and value 
of his work continues. 

Bury.—J. B. Bury (1861-1927) was a professor at Cambridge University. 
He wrote, besides other books in the field of Byzantine studies, three volumes 
on the general history of the Byzantine Empire, including events from 395 
to 867. The first two volumes were published in 1889 under the title 4 History 
of the Later Roman Empire from Arcadius to Irene. These two volumes dis- 
cuss events up to 800 av., that is, until the coronation of Charlemagne by 
Pope Leo III in Rome. N. H. Baynes has said, “No one could have been 
prepared for the revelation of the width and depth of Bury’s Byzantine studies 
made in 1889 when there appeared the two volumes of his History of the 
Later Empire. This was an amazing piece of pioneer work, and by it Bury 
established his position as a historian.”** The third volume was published 
twenty-three years later, entitled A History of the Eastern Roman Empire 
from the Fall of Irene to the Accession of Basil I (London, 1912). This volume 
deals with the period from 802 to 867. In 1923 the second edition of the first 
two volumes was published. It covered events only up to the end of the reign 
of Justinian the Great (565 a.p.). This is more than a revised and enlarged 
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edition; it is almost a new work on the early history of the Byzantine Em- 
pire. The first of these two volumes, in the words of the author, might be 
entitled “The German Conquest of Western Europe,” and the second “The 
Age of Justinian.”** The history of the period from 565 to 800 has not yet 
been edited for the second time. Bury evidently intended to write a Byzantine 
history on the grand scale, but unfortunately he died in Rome on June 1, 
1927 without having carried out this project. 

In his work Bury supported the one right idea concerning the Roman Em- 
pire: its continuous existence from the first to the fifteenth centuries. There 
is no period of history, said Bury in the preface to the first edition, which 
has been so much obscured by incorrect and misleading titles as the period 
of the later Roman Empire. It is due more to improper nomenclature than 
one might at first suppose, that the import of the period is so constantly mis- 
understood and its character so often misrepresented. The first step toward 
grasping the history of those centuries through which the ancient evolved into 
the modern world is comprehension of the fact that the old Roman Empire 
did not cease to exist until the year 1453. The line of Roman emperors con- 
tinued in an unbroken succession from Octavius Augustus to Constantine 
Palaeologus, the last of the Byzantine emperors. This essential fact is now ob- 
scured by applying the name “Byzantine” or the name “Greek” to the Empire 
in its later stages. Historians who use the phrase “Byzantine Empire” generally 
disagree as to the date at which the “Roman Empire” ends and the “Byzan- 
tine Empire” begins. Sometimes the line is drawn at the foundation of Con- 
stantinople by Constantine the Great, sometimes at the death of Theodosius 
the Great, sometimes at the reign of Justinian, sometimes (as by Finlay) at 
the accession of Leo the Isaurian; and the historian who adopts one line 
of division cannot assert that the historian who adopts a different line is 
wrong, for all such divisions are purely arbitrary. The Roman Empire did 
not come to an end until 1453, and such expressions as “Byzantine,” “Greek,” 
“Romanic,” or “Greco-Roman Empire” serve only to obscure an important 
fact and perpetuate a serious error. Bury asserted in 1923, however, that quite 
a new period of history, which is conventionally called Byzantine history, 
began with the period of Constantine the Great. Bury began the first volume 
of his History of the Later Roman Empire with this statement: “The con- 
tinuity of history, which means the control of the present and future by the 
past, has become a commonplace, and chronological limits, which used to be 
considered important, are now recognized to have little significance except 
as convenient landmarks in historical survey. Yet there are what we may 
call culminating epochs, in which the accumulating tendencies of the past, 
reaching a certain point, suddenly effect a visible transformation which seems 
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to turn the world in a new direction. Such a culminating epoch occurred in 
the history of the Roman Empire at the beginning of the fourth century. The 
reign of Constantine the Great inaugurated a new age in a much fuller sense 
than the reign of Augustus, the founder of the Empire.”*® 

For these reasons, Bury entitled the first edition of his two volumes, con- 
cerned with the period preceding 800 a.p., A History of the Later Roman Em- 
pire. In 800 Charlemagne was proclaimed emperor in Rome. Hence from this 
moment it is quite correct to distinguish between the two rival empires by 
prefixing the adjectives western and eastern. But unhappily the phrase “East- 
ern Roman Empire” is not confined to this legitimate use. We hear of an 
Eastern and a Western Roman Empire in the fifth century; references are 
made to the fall of a Western Empire in 476. Such language, though it has 
the sanction of high names, is incorrect in itself and leads to a further con- 
fusion. It is incorrect because the Roman Empire was one and undivided in 
the fifth century, and though there were generally more emperors than one, 
there were never two empires. To speak of two empires in the fifth century 
is to misrepresent in the grossest manner the theory of the imperial constitu- 
tion. No one talks about two Roman empires in the days of Constantius and 
Constans (successors of Constantine the Great); yet the relations between 
Arcadius and Honorius, between Theodosius II and Valentinian III, be- 
tween Leo I and Anthemius were exactly the same as the political relations 
which existed between the sons of Constantine. However independent, or 
even hostile, the rulers may have been from time to time, theoretically the 
empire which they ruled was unaffected. No empire fell in 476; that year 
marks only a stage, and not even the most important stage, in the process of 
disintegration which was going on during the whole century. The resignation 
of Romulus Augustulus did not even shake the Roman Empire; far less did 
it cause an empire to fall. It is unfortunate, therefore, that Gibbon spoke 
of the “fall of the Western Empire,” and that many modern writers have 
given their sanction to the phrase. 

Thus the Roman Empire existed from the first century B.c. to the fifteenth 
century a.p. Only from the year 800 forward it may be distinguished as the 
Eastern Roman Empire because of the foundation of another Roman Empire 
in the West.®° Bury therefore entitled his third volume, published in 1912 and 
narrating events from 802 forward, A History of the Eastern Roman Empire 
in order to distinguish it from the first two volumes. . 

Bury pointed out the superficial manner in which Byzantine history has 

85 Jbid., I, 1. See G. Ostrogorsky, “Die 86 Bury, Later Roman Empire, 1, v-vii. 
Perioden der byzantinischen Geschichte,” This introduction has been omitted in the 2nd 
Historische Zeitschrift, CLXUI (1941), 235, ed., but it still bears upon our historical sur- 
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been treated by the philosophers and writers of the eighteenth century and 
noted that these eminent men had entirely ignored one of the most important 
and essential factors in the development of western European civilization, 
that is, the influence of the later Roman Empire and New Rome.*’ Of course, 
Bury’s point of view was not new. The idea of a continuous Roman Empire 
was recognized before his time by such men as Montesquieu, in his Con- 
sidérations sur les causes de la grandeur des Romains et de leur décadence. 
But Bury advanced this thesis with unusual force and made it convincing. 

His history deserves close attention. While relating the history of the east- 
ern part of the empire, he follows, until 800, the events in the western part. 
This, of course, is in keeping with his idea of the unity of the Roman Em- 
pire. Bury does not limit himself to political history; entire chapters of his 
book are devoted to questions of administration, literature, social life, geogra- 
phy, and art. The first two chapters of the second edition, devoted to the con- 
stitution of the monarchy and the administrative machinery, are considered 
by a very well-known specialist in the history of the Roman Empire to be 
the best short description of the general conditions which prevailed in the 
late Roman Empire.** Bury knew Russian as well as other Slavonic lan- 
guages; hence he used and evaluated all the Russian and Bulgarian literature 
bearing on the history of Byzantium. 

Lampros.—Spiridon Lampros (Adpmpos), a Greek scholar and professor 
at the University of Athens, was an active editor of manuscripts and historical 
texts, and the author of a catalogue of Greek manuscripts from Athos. His 
chief contribution was a six volume work begun in 1886 and completed in 
1908, nine years before his death: Illustrated History of Greece from the 
Earliest Times to the Capture of Constantinople (‘Iortopia ris “EXdados 
HET ELKOVWY ATO TOV GPXaLOTATwWY XKpoVvwY PexXpL THS Grwoews THS Kwvo- 
ravrwoumro\ews). This work, intended for a wide, rather than a scholarly, 
circle of readers, narrates clearly and comprehensively the events of Byzan- 
tine history until the end of the existence of the Empire. The author did not 
indicate his sources. His text is illustrated by numerous drawings.*° 

Gelzer—A professor of the University of Jena, the late H. Gelzer, wrote 
for the second edition of Krumbacher’s History of Byzantine Literature an 
Outline of Byzantine Imperial History (Abriss der byzantinischen Kaiser- 
geschichte, Munich, 1897). Parts of this outline, concerned primarily with 


37 Ibid. 

38M. Rostovtzeff, The Social and Economic 
History of the Roman Empire, 628. 

3®See the memorial volume dedicated to 
Lampros in modern Greek, Yrvpidwv II. 
Adpmpos, 1851-1919, edited by A. N. Skias, 
5-29; bibliography of Lampros’ works, 35-85; 


unpublished manuscripts found after his 
death, 86-138. See also E. Stephanu, “Spyri- 
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external history, are directly dependent upon the works of Hertzberg. As a 
political partisan, Gelzer sometimes permitted his sympathy and antipathy 
to dictate his evaluation of historical events of the Byzantine period. His out- 
line may be valuable for elementary reference. 

It is interesting to read from the pen of this German scholar this statement 
in the conclusion of his outline: | 


The Russian Tsar married a princess from the house of the Palaeologi; the crown 
of Constantine Monomachus was bestowed in the Kremlin upon the autocrat of 
All Russia. The Russian state represents a direct continuation of the Byzantine 
Empire. And if St. Sophia is ever returned to true faith, if Asia Minor is ever 
torn out of the hideous hands of the Turks, it will be done only by the Russian 
Tsar. English interference goes against nature and history and will surely, though 
perhaps slowly, be broken. Only the protector of the orthodox Greek religion, the 
Russian Tsar, can become Emperor of Constantinople, in so far as he earnestly 
realizes the great duties connected with this task.*° 


Hesseling—In 1902 D. C. Hesseling, professor at Leiden University, 
Holland, published his The Byzantine Empire: Studies Concerning our Civils- 
zation from the Time of the Foundation of Constantinople (Byzantium: 
Studien over onze beschaving na de stichting van Konstantinopel, Haarlem, 
1902). Since Dutch is not a widely read language, this book was inaccessible 
to many until 1907 when a French translation of it appeared entitled Essaz 
sur la civilisation byzantine par D, C. Hesseling. The translation was made 
by a well-known French Byzantine scholar and member of the Academy, G. 
Schlumberger, who hinted somewhat obscurely that the “translation is 
adapted for the taste of the French reading public.” 

Hesseling’s brief yet compact book describes Byzantine civilization in broad 
terms and considers all sides of the multiform life of the Eastern Empire. 
Among political events the author chooses only those which throw some 
light on Byzantine civilization, and among individual names and single 
facts only those appear which bear upon general ideas. Hesseling devoted 
much attention to literature and art. This Essay on Byzantine Civilization, 
though somewhat elementary for the specialist, is of value to those who seek 
acquaintance with the general significance of the Byzantine period through 
a readable account that is at the same time well grounded. 

Bussell——The two-volume English work of F. W. Bussell, The Roman 
Empire: Essays on the Constitutional History from the Accession of Domitian 
(81 A.D.) to the Retirement of Nicephorus III (1081 A.D.), was published 
in London in 1910. Though this work is not lacking in interesting ideas and 
analogies, it suffers from vague narration, repetition, and lack of clarity in 
plan, so that the valuable ideas are at times obscured. The chronological frame- 
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work of this investigation is chosen at random, although the author tried to 
give it some foundation (see vol. I, pp. 1-2, 13-17). In the second volume 
the reader is surprised to find an outline of the history of the relations be- 
tween Armenia and the Byzantine Empire from 520 to 1120. Bussell’s book 
is difficult to read. It has no references. The author’s main conception is that 
republican forms of the Roman imperial constitution, quite in evidence during 
the earlier epoch, continued to exist in one phase or another up to the period 
of the Comneni, that is, until 1081, at which time they were definitely replaced 
by the Byzantine form of autocracy, tyranny. 

The Cambridge Medieval History—A complete history of the Byzantine 
Empire, supplied with an excellent bibliography, is to be found in the Cam- 
bridge Medieval History. Volume I contains chapters on the history from 
Constantine the Great to the death of Anastasius in 518; in volume II are 
chapters on the period from the accession of Justinian I in 518 to the time 
of the Iconoclasts; the entire volume IV is devoted to the history of the 
Byzantine Empire from 717 to 1453 1n connection with the history of the 
ancient Slavs, Armenia, the Mongols, and the Balkan states. There is no 
special chapter on the period of the Palaeologi. This general history of the 
Middle Ages was edited under the guidance of the late J. B. Bury and repre- 
sents the joint work of well-known European scholars. 

Romein.—In 1928, Jan Romein published in Dutch a very fine survey of 
Byzantine history entitled Byzantium. A Historical Review of the State and 
Civilization in the Eastern Roman Empire (Byzantium. Geschiedkundig 
Overzicht van Staat en Beschaving in het Oost-Romeinsche Rik). This is a 
very reliable book, and although references are not given, it is based on orig- 
inal sources. It deals not only with political history but also with social, eco- 
nomic, and cultural development of the empire. There are thirty-five excellent 
illustrations. 

Vasilicv—The History of the Byzantine Empire by A. A. Vasiliev was 
published in Madison, Wisconsin in 1928 and 1929. This work covers the 
whole history of the Empire from the fourth century down to its fall in 1453. 
In 1932 this book was published in French as an enlarged and revised edition 
with illustrations and rather unsatisfactory maps. This French edition was 
introduced by a generous preface written by the famous French Byzantine 
scholar, the late Charles Diehl.** 

Runciman.—Steven Runciman’s valuable Byzantine Civilization appeared 
in 1933. Runciman began his book with a discussion of the foundation of 


41A_ A. Vasiliev, Histoire de l’Empire By- from the Russian is inexact; it was translated 
zantine, trans. from Russian by P. Brodin from the English edition, but the translators 
and A. Bourguina; edited by A. Picard, with might have used also the obsolete Russian edi- 
preface by Charles Diehl. The statement on _ tion. See Bibliography for the various editions. 
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Constantinople; in succeeding chapters he gave a very brief but clear outline 
of political history, the imperial constitution, administration, religion and the 
Church, the army and navy, the diplomatic service, commerce, urban and 
rural life, education and learning, literature and art, and, finally, a discussion 
of “Byzantium and the Neighboring World.” This is an interesting and very 
well-written book.*? 

Iorga.—In 1934 the late Roumanian historian, N. Iorga, published in French 
his History of the Byzantine Life. Empire and Civilization (Histoire de la 
vie byzantine. Empire et civilisation). The author divides the history of the 
Byzantine Empire into three periods: (1) from Justinian down to the death 
of Heraclius, “the ecumenical empire” (l’empire oecuménique); (2) from 
the time of Heraclius to the time of the Comneni, “the middle empire of 
Hellenic civilization” (l’empire moyen de civilisation hellénique); (3) the 
period of the Comneni and Palaeologi, “the empire of Latin penetration” 
(l’empire de pénétration latine). The book contains a vast amount of informa- 
tion on all aspects of Byzantine history and many acute observations and 
original, sometimes debatable, ideas. It is supplied with a very rich and ex- 
tensive bibliography. 

Diehl and Marcais—Le Monde oriental de 365 a 1081, by Charles Diehl and 
Georges Marcais, was published in Paris in 1936 as a volume in the series of 
Histoire générale, published under the direction of Gustave Glotz. For the 
first time in the course of Byzantine studies, the history of the Moslem world, 
whose destinies are indissolubly connected with the Oriental Empire, was 
included in a book dealing with Byzantium. Two such eminent scholars 
assured a fine piece of work. Diehl, of course, depended entirely upon his 
previous works. Conforming with the plan of the series, Diehl began the 
book with the year 395, so that the whole fourth century, which is so im- 
portant for Byzantine studies, was not covered. Diehl carried the history of 
Byzantium down to 1081, down to the epoch of the crusades, when a wholly 
new period in the history of the Near East begins. The book gives a fine 
presentation not only of the political history of the Empire, but also of its 
internal life, social and economic structure, legislation, and finally its mani- 
fold and picturesque civilization. The book contains an excellent bibliography 
of primary sources as well as modern works.** 


42 See Charles Dichl’s review of Runciman, 
Byzantine Civilization in Byzantinische Zeitt- 
schrift, XXXIV_ (1934), 127-30. Diehl indi- 
cates some mistakes but concludes by pro- 
nouncing the work excellent. 

43 In a review E. Stein remarked that “all 
serious critics agree in regretting profoundly 
that the History of Byzantium by Ch. Diehl 
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The second volume of Le Monde ortental was written by Charles Diehl, 
Rodolphe Guilland, Lysimaque Oeconomos, and René Grousset under the 
utle L’Europe Orientale de 1081 4 1453. This was published in 1945. Diehl, 
with the collaboration of Oeconomos, described the period from 1081 to 1204; 
Guilland presented the history of Byzantium from 1204 to 1453; Grousset 
dealt with the history of the Latin Orient. The book includes sketches in the 
history of neighboring peoples, such as the Bulgars, Serbs, Ottoman Turks, 
the civilization of Venice and Genoa, the Empire of Trebizond, the Kingdom 
of Cyprus, the Kingdom of Cilician Armenia, and Latin possessions in the 
seas of Greece. This is a very useful and important contribution.** 

Heichelheim—In 1938 Fritz Heichelheim published in German two bulky 
volumes on Economic History of Antiquity from the Paleolithic Era down 
to the Migration of the Germans, Slavs and Arabs (Wirtschaftsgeschichte des 
Altertums von Paléolitickum bis zur Volkerwanderung der Germanen, 
Slaven und Arabes). Two chapters particularly interesting today are the 
eighth, “The Time from Augustus to Diocletian,” and the ninth, “The Late 
Antike from Diocletian to Heraclius as Guardian of the Treasure of Ancient 
Civilization for the Future.” The book contains much varied information on 
social and economic conditions of the Empire in the fourth, fifth, sixth, and 
seventh centuries; this is presented in confused form, however, so that it is 
difficult to use as a reference work. The book is written in a heavy German 
style, but the Byzantine section is worthy of study and would merit a de- 
tailed critical report by a Byzantine scholar. 

Amantos.—A Greek scholar, Constantine Amantos (“Ayavros), published 
in 1939 the first volume of his History of the Byzantine Empire (Ioropia 
tov Bulavrivotd Kparovs). The volume covers the time from 395 to 867, that 
is, up to the accession of the Macedonian dynasty. At the beginning of his 
book, Amantos gives a fine picture of conditions in the Empire in the fourth 
century, laying stress upon the triumph of Christianity, the foundation of 
Constantinople, and Germanic invasions. This is a very reliable piece of 
work with many important observations. It shows that Greeks of the present 
day are seriously interested not only in classical studies and modern politics, 
but also in the middle ages of the Near East, which are of great significance 
for the history of Greece. Amantos’ second volume which covers the time 
867-1204 came out in 1947. 

Ostrogorsky.—In 1940 a Russian scholar now living in Belgrade, Georg 
Ostrogorsky, published in German the History of the Byzantine State 
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(Geschichte des byzantinischen Staates).** This is a work of the first rank. 
It covers the whole period of Byzantine history down to the fall of the Empire. 
Ostrogorsky includes an excellent picture of the development of Byzantine 
historical studies beginning with the sixteenth century. The earlier period of 
the Empire, 324-610, is sketched only briefly, according to the plan of Hand- 
book in which it appeared. The text, supplied with extremely useful and 
well-chosen notes and references, gives a very reliable picture of the history 
of the Eastern Empire. As the title indicates, the chief aim of the author 
was to show the development of the Byzantine State as it was influenced by 
internal and external political changes. Therefore, political history prevails 
in the book, although social, economic, and cultural phenomenon are taken 
into account. As a supplement to this volume, Ostrogorsky’s excellent chapter 
on “Agrarian Conditions in the Byzantine Empire in the Middle Ages,” pub- 
lished in the first volume of The Cambridge Economic History of Europe 
from the Decline of the Roman Empire, can be warmly recommended. Ostro- 
gorsky’s book is an excellent piece of scholarship and is absolutely indispen- 
sable for the student of Byzantine history.*® In 1947-50 the three volumes of 
the work of the distinguished French Byzantinist, Louis Bréhier, who died in 
October, 1950, came out under the title Le Monde Byzantin: I. Vie et mort de 
Byzance; Il. Les Institutions de !Empire Byzantin; III. La Civilisation By- 
zantine. 

General Brief Sketches—Among other historical works several surveys 
of Byzantine history are intended for the general reading public. Most of 
them have little or no serious scientific value, yet these popular accounts, 
rarely original in nature, are of value in awakening in some readers a desire 
for further study of the history of the Byzantine empire. Most of them are 
written in English. 

C. W. Oman’s Byzantine Empire (3rd ed., London, 1892) is vivid and 
well illustrated. F. Harrison, in his sketch (63 pages) on Byzantine History 
in the Early Middle Ages (London, 1900), attempts, on the basis of Finlay’s 
and Bury’s investigations, to determine the importance of the Byzantine Em- 
pire from the point of view of western European civilization.*’ The French- 
man Pierre Grenier, never a serious student of Byzantine history, made a 
curious attempt to paint a picture of the social and political evolution of the 


45 Ostrogorsky’s book is the first part of the 
second volume of Byzantinisches Handbuch 
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Byzantine Empire. His book was published in two volumes entitled The 
Byzantine Empire: Its Soctal and Political Evolution (L’Empire byzanun: 
Son évolution sociale et politique, Paris, 1904). Grenier’s general treatment 
is not always satisfactory and he makes both major and minor mistakes, 
pardonable in one who is not a specialist, but his work is interesting because 
it gives a large amount of varied information. A brief but compact history 
of Constantinople related to the general history of the Empire is W. N. 
Hutton’s Constantinople: The Story of the Old Capital of the Empire, pub- 
lished in London in 1904. 

K. Roth gave a very brief and dry survey of Byzantine history in his History 
of the Byzantine Empire (Geschichte des Byzantinischen Reiches, Leipzig, 
1904). He also published in 1917 a brief Social and Cultural History of the 
Byzantine Empire (Sozial und Kulturgeschichte des Byzantinischen Reiches). 
Professor R. von Scala wrote for inclusion in Helmholt’s Universal History a 
very compact outline of Byzantine history based on a wide knowledge of 
original sources and literature on the subject. He entitled this section “Hellen- 
ism Since the Time of Alexander the Great” (“Das Griechentum seit Alex- 
ander dem Grossen”’). In this outline Scala centered his attention on analyzing 
and determining the significance of Byzantine civilization. There exists 
another English book, brief but serious and well done, by the Roumanian 
historian N. Iorga, entitled The Byzantine Empire, published in London in 
1907. E. Foord’s well-illustrated and vividly written book, The Byzantine 
Empire—the Rearguard of European Civilization, appeared in 1911. It 1s 
regrettable that this book gives only a very brief and superficial account of 
the history of the Byzantine Empire during the epoch of its fall, the period 
after 1204. 

Another brief survey of Byzantine history is included in the General His- 
tory from the Fourth Century to Our Time (Histoire générale du IVe siecle 
2 nos jours) by E. Lavisse and A. Rambaud. The Italian work of N. Turchi, 
La civilta bizantina (Turin, 1915), is a valuable outline of Byzantine culture. 

In 1919 Charles Diehl published his History of the Byzantine Empire 
(Histoire de l’ Empire Byzantin). In this book Diehl attempted more than 
a survey of the political history of the Byzantine Empire; he gave an account 
of the more important inner processes and an explanation of the significance 
of Byzantine civilization. This book contains a brief bibliography as well as 
many maps and illustrations. It has gone through several editions in France. 
An English translation was published in America in 1925 (History of the 
Byzantine Empire), translated from the French by G. Ives. 

In Byzance: Grandeur et Decadence (Paris, 1919), Charles Diehl painted 
a brilliant picture of Byzantine internal life. He discussed the causes for the 
greatness and for the fall of the Empire, the influence of Byzantine civilization 
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upon neighboring nations, and the Byzantine heritage in Turkey, Russia, and 
the Balkan states.*® August Heisenberg gave serious and well-written accounts 
of life and civilization in his Staat und Gesellschaft des Byzantinischen Reiches 
which forms a part of Die Kultur der Gegenwart, edited by P. Hinneberg. 
Norman H. Baynes gave a similar picture in his Byzantine Empire (London, 
1926), which covers the period from the fourth century to the capture of 
Constantinople by the Crusaders in 1204. The history of the Byzantine Em- 
pire to the end of the eleventh century was treated briefly in L. Halphen’s 
Les Barbares: des grandes invasions aux conquétes turques du Xle siécle 
(Paris, 1926) ; some bibliography is given. A recent book of a general nature is 
Robert Byron’s The Byzantine Achievement. An Historical Perspective. A.D. 
330-1453 (London, 1929). A little French book by Auguste Bailly, Byzance 
(Paris, 1939), embracing in popular form the whole history of the Empire, 
is not only useful but also is pleasant reading. Imperial Byzantium, the Eng- 
lish edition of an original German work by Bertha Diener, appeared 1n 1938.** 
Depending upon modern Byzantinologists for her facts, she related the 
history of the Empire in a somewhat picturesque style, as the chapter titles 
suggest. Chapter III is entitled “Angels and Eunuchs,” and the last chapter, 
which contains a general survey of the situation of the Empire after the 
Fourth Crusade, is appropriately called “Midsummer Night’s Dream.” A 
brief but very fine History of Byzantium (Histoire du Byzance) by Paul 
Lemerle was published in Paris in 1943.°° Compact and meritorious general 
accounts of Byzantine history were given by E. Gerland in the Catholic 
Encyclopedia and by J. B. Bury in the eleventh edition of the Encyclopaedia 
Britannica. 

An excellent introduction to the history of Byzantium is the monumental 
work by O. Seeck, History of the Downfall of the Ancient World (Geschichte 
des Untergangs der antiken Welt), published between 1895 and 1920, which 
brings events down to the year 476. Two other very useful introductions to 
Byzantine history are: E. Stein, Geschichte des spatromischen Reiches; and 
F. Lot, La Fin du monde antique et le debut du moyen dge (Paris, 1927), 
which includes the epoch of Justinian the Great. Stein’s second volume, in 
French, Histoire du Bas-Empire, which covers the period 476-565, came out 
IN 1949. 

Byzantine literature —An indispensable reference work on Byzantine liter- 


48 The substance of this book served as a Eunuchen, and appeared under the pseudo- 
basis for Diehl’s work in the Cambridge Me- nym “Sir Galahad.” A French edition was 
dieval History, 1V, chaps. xxiii and xxiv. This published the same year. 
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ature is the second edition of the excellent History of Byzantine Literature 
from Justinian to the End of the Eastern Roman Empire (Geschichte der 
byzantinischen Litteratur von Justinian bis zum Ende des ostromischen 
Reiches, Munich, 1897), published by Karl Krumbacher, late professor in 
the University of Munich. The theological literature in this edition was col- 
lected by Professor A. Ehrhard. The same edition contains H. Gelzer’s Survey 
of Byzantine Political History. Krumbacher’s work is the most important 
existing reference book for the study of Byzantine literature. It contains a 
vast amount of material and does credit to the profound scholarship and 
unusual industry of the author. Since Krumbacher was well acquainted with 
Russian and other Slavic languages, he used sources in these languages. His 
book is, of course, intended for specialists only and not for the general reader. 
However, he made available for a wider circle of readers a history of By- 
zantine literature in a more accessible booklet of fifty pages, Greek Literature 
of the Middle Ages (Die Griechische Literatur des Mittelalters), in the col- 
lection, Die Kultur der Gegenwart, edited by P. Hinneberg. K. Dieterich’s 
book, History of Byzantine and Modern Greek Literature (Geschichte der 
byzantinischen und neugriechischen Literatur, Leipzig, 1902), is of some 
importance. Valuable material is included in the brief history of Byzantine 
literature written in Italian by G. Montelatici, Storia della letteratura bi- 
zantina (324-1453), published in the Manual: Hoepli, serte scientifica, Milan, 
1916. This book is not a repetition of Krumbacher’s work; it was published 
nineteen years later and includes a great quantity of new information. S. 
Mercati wrote a detailed review, which lists many errors (Roma e l’Oriente, 
VIII [1918], 171-83). The brief survey of Byzantine literature in Polish by 
Jan Saidak, Litteratura Bizantynska (Warsaw, 1933), is not reliable. For 
the earlier period of Byzantine literature, from the fourth century, a.v., W. 
Christ’s Geschichte der Griechischen Litteratur (Vol. II, Munich, 1924), is 
very useful. Three other books are of value: F. A. Wright, A History of Later 
Greek Literature from the Death of Alexander in 323 B.C. to the Death of 
Justinian in 565 A.D. (New York, 1932); Otto Bardenhewer, Patrologie 
(3rd ed., Freiburg, 1910); and Bardenhewer’s Geschichte der altkirchlichen 
Literatur (Freiburg, 1910, 5 vols.). In the last-named work, the concluding 
three volumes, covering the period from the fourth to the eighth centuries, 
are especially important. N. Jorga has analyzed the literature briefly in “La 
littérature byzantine, son sens, ses divisions, sa portée,” Revue historique du 
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BYZANTINE STUDIES IN RUSSIA 


The nineteenth century 


Russian scholars began to show an active interest in Byzantine history in 
the second half of the nineteenth century. 

The German academicians.—During the first half of the nineteenth century 

some studies in the field were made by German scholars in Russia, who were 
elected members of the Russian Academy of Sciences and remained perma- 
nently in Petrograd. These German scholars were especially interested in 
determining the importance of Byzantium and Byzantine sources in Russian 
history. Of these academicians Ph. Krug (1764-1844) and A. Kunik (1814- 
gg) deserve mention. 
_ Westerners and Slavophiles—Among eminent representatives of Russian 
_ thinkers in the first half of the nineteenth century, Byzantine history often 
served as material for supporting a particular social movement. For example, 
some Slavophiles*’ drew from the history of the Byzantine Empire facts 
supporting and justifying their theories. The Westerners took from the same 
sources facts which were supposed to show the unfavorable influence of 
Byzantine history and to point definitely to the great danger which would 
threaten if Russia should decide to follow the traditions of the fallen Empire. 
In one of his works, Herzen wrote: 


Ancient Greece had ceased to exist when Roman domination came in and saved 
her, just as the lava and ashes saved Pompeii and Herculaneum. The Byzantine 
period had opened the lid of the coffin, but the dead body remained dead; like any 
other grave it was taken over by the priests (popes) and monks and was fittingly 
handled by eunuchs, those true representatives of sterility. .. . The Byzantine Em- 
pire could live, but her function was ended; and history in general is interested in 
nations only while they are on the stage, i.e. while they are doing something.** 


Another Westerner, P. Y. Tchaadayev, wrote in his first philosophic letter: 
“Complying with our evil fate, we turned to the woeful, deeply hated Byzan- 
tine Empire for a moral code, which was to be the basis of our education.”°* 
But these statements have no historical value whatever. Unquestionably 
gifted and highly educated as these thinkers were, they were not real students 
of Byzantine history. 


try only since the reforms of Peter the Great. 
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thodox Church and the old Russian political 


and social institutions preceding the time of 
Peter the Great, whose reforms, they believed, 
had led Russia astray. The Westerners, on the 
contrary, held that the Russians should live in 
complete affiliation with the west of Europe 
and that Russia had become a civilized coun- 
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A realization of the importance of Byzantine historical study was very 
apparent in the middle of the nineteenth century. A fervent Slavophile, A. 
S. Khomiakov, wrote in the 1850’s: “In our opinion, to speak of the Byzantine 
Empire with disdain means to disclose one’s own ignorance.”** In 1850 the 
famous University of Moscow professor, T. N. Granovsky, wrote: 


Do we need to speak of the importance of Byzantine history for us, Russians? 
We have taken over from Tsargrad® the best part of our national culture, namely, 
our religious beliefs and the beginnings of civilization. The Eastern Empire intro- 
duced Russia into the family of Christian nations. But besides these connections we 
are bound up with the fate of the Byzantine Empire by the mere fact that we are 
Slavs. This side of the question has not been, and could not be, fully appreciated 
by foreign scholars.°® 


The proper solution of the main problems of Byzantine history, in the opinion 
of Granovsky, could be reached in his time only by Russian or Slavic scholars: 
“It is our duty to study the phenomenon to which we are so much indebted.”** 

Vasilievsky.—The real founder of the scientific study of Byzantine history 
on a large scale was V. G. Vasilievsky (1838-99), professor at the University 
of Petrograd and a member of the Russian Academy of Sciences. He published 
a large number of distinguished works on special problems in Byzantine his- 
tory, internal as well as external, and devoted much of his energy and fine 
analytical ability to the study of Russo-Byzantine relations. Some of Vasi- 
lievsky’s works are of great importance in the field of general history. For 
instance, it is admitted by many distinguished European scholars that Vasi- 
lievsky’s work on “Byzantium and the Patzinaks,” is indispensable to any 
student of the First Crusade.°® The late Professor N. P. Kondakov, who died 
in 1925, and the academician Th. I. Uspensky are also distinguished scholars, 
the former in the field of Byzantine art and the latter in the realm of Byzantine 
social history. No discussion or evaluation of the work of these three his- 
torians appears here, because Vasilievsky published works on special ques- 
tions only and Kondakov’s works deal mainly with Byzantine art;°° this 
survey is intended to indicate general works on Byzantine history. Uspensky 
is somewhat of an exception; more will be said later about his two volumes 


54 “The Voice of a Greek in Defense of By- 
zantium,” Works (4th ed., 1914), III, 366 in 
note. 

85 Russian name for Constantinople. 

56 “The Latin Empire: A Review of Medo- 
vikov’s Work,” Complete Works of T. N. 
Granovsky (4th ed., 1900), 378. 

57 Tbid., 379. 

58 The centennial of Vasilievsky’s birth was 
1938. See A. A. Vasiliev, “My Reminiscences 
of V. G. Vasilievsky,” and G. Ostrogorsky, 


‘“V. G. Vasilievsky as Byzantinologist and 
Creator of Modern Russian Byzantology,” 
both in Annales de I’Institut Kondakov, XI 
(1940), 207-14, 227-35. A very fine article ap- 
peared in Soviet Russia on Vasilievsky and the 
importance of his work, by N. S. Lebedev, 
Istoricesky Journal, 1944. 

58 See however Kondakov’s posthumous 
work, Sketches and Notes on the History of 
Mediaeval Art and Culture, III, 455. 


34 The Study of Byzantine History 


on the general history of the Empire, which appeared in 1914 and in 1927. 

On the whole, the chief contribution of the Russian scholars down to the 
beginning of the twentieth century was their detailed investigations which 
shed much light on special, and at times extremely important, questions.®° 

Ertov.—In 1837 I. Ertov published in Russian his two-volume History of 
the Eastern Roman or Constantinopolitan Empire, Selected from the Gen- 
eral History. The last words of the title indicated that this work was merely 
an extract from his fifteen-volume General History and Continuation of the 
General History of the Migration of Nations and the Establishment of New 
States in Europe, Asia, and Africa, from the Time of the Formation of the 
Russian State until the Destruction of the Eastern Roman Empire, published 
1830-34. Ertov was the son of a merchant and was a self-taught man. In 
writing this history of the Byzantine Empire he was guided by the idea that 
“the Russian reader needs, above all, a narrative history.” He stated that he 
used as sources, “besides many excerpts from numerous books and periodicals 
[in French], the history of Royou, Lebeau’s abridged history of the Eastern 
Roman Empire, and Adam’s abridged translation of Gibbon’s history.”*' 
Naturally, Ertov’s compilation embracing events until the fall of Constan- 
tinople has no scientific value, but it was an unexpected attempt for his time. 


The twentieth century 


Kulakovsky.—The first attempt to write a serious general history of the 
Byzantine Empire was made by the late J. A. Kulakovsky, professor at the 
University of Kiev. His special field was Roman literature, but he taught 
Roman history at the University and did much work in the field of Roman 
antiquities and the history of Roman institutions of the imperial epoch. Dur- 
ing the period following 1890 he spent part of his time studying Christian 
archeology and Byzantine history. In the early part of the present century 
(1906-08) he translated the work of the well-known pagan Roman historian 
of the fourth century a.p., Ammianus Marcellinus, and this translation served 
as a kind of introduction to his later Byzantine studies. In 1910 he published 
the first volume of his History of the Byzantine Empire, covering the period 
from 395 to 518 a.p. The second volume appeared in 1912 and the third in 
1915. These embrace the history of the Empire from 518 to 717, 1.e., up to the 
Iconoclast period. A revised edition of the first volume appeared as early 
as 1913. With unusual industry and untiring energy the author studied 
Byzantine sources, Greek, Latin, and Oriental (in translation), and on the 
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basis of all these and a wide acquaintance with the literature of the period 
he wrote his detailed history of the Byzantine Empire up to 717. In his work 
Professor Kulakovsky deals with some phases of internal life, but they are 
at times lost in the mass of details concerning external political life. The 
third volume is of particularly great interest and value. According to his own 
statement in the preface to the first volume, Kulakovsky attempted, through 
a vivid and realistic account, to make it possible for the reader to sense the 
spirit of those ancient times. “Our Russian past,” said Kulakovsky, “is bound 
up with the Byzantine Empire by unbreakable ties; and on the basis of this 
union our Russian national consciousness has defined itself.” He bitterly 
regretted the abolition of the study of Greek in Russian secondary schools: 
“perhaps some day we Russians will understand, as they do in Western 
Europe, that not the last word of the Modern, but the first word of the 
Hellene, contains the creative beginnings of European culture.” In the preface 
to the third volume the author once more defined the plan of his Byzantine 
history: “My aim was to present a consecutive, chronologically exact, and, 
as far as possible, complete picture of the life of the Empire, based on a direct 
study of sources and a modern investigation of materials as they appear in 
monographs referring to this period in numerous studies of individual ques- 
tions given in various periodicals devoted to Byzantine problems.” The work 
of Professor Kulakovsky is of great value for the facts of Byzantine history 
and for the contents of some of the original sources. It contains also the 
important conclusions and theories of modern historians on the main problems 
of Byzantine history, social as well as political. Kulakovsky’s account of his- 
torical events is very detailed; this explains the fact that three volumes, com- 
prising about 1,400 pages, cover the history of the Empire only until the 
beginning of the eighth century. 

Th.1. Uspensky.—The first volume of the History of the Byzantine Empire 
by the Russian academician and former director of the Archeological Institute 
in Constantinople, Th. I Uspensky, appeared in 1914. This beautiful work, 
with numerous maps, plates, and pictures, gives an account of historical events 
from the fourth century until the beginning of the eighth century, 1.e., until 
the Iconoclast period. This book represents the first attempt made by a 
specialist in this field to write a general history of the Byzantine Empire. 
The man who undertook it was one of the most distinguished scholars in the 
field of Byzantine history and culture. He devoted his long and industrious 
life almost exclusively to the study of different aspects and epochs of the 
complex history of the Empire. He died in Leningrad in 1928, at the age of 
eighty-three. Wishing to offer an accessible narrative history to a wide circle 
of readers, Uspensky did not supply his work with many references, either 
in footnotes or at the ends of chapters, but limited himself to mentioning 
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his main sources and secondary works. The first part of the second volume, 
published in 1927, contains a discussion of the Iconoclast epoch and the 
problem of the Slavonic apostles, Cyril (Constantine) and Methodius. 

Uspensky’s first volume serves as a broad introduction to the history of the 
Empire at the time when the main elements of “Byzantinism” were being 
created and the complex Byzantine culture was being formed. The author 
cannot refrain from finding in certain past events of Byzantine history some 
“lessons” for modern life. When he spoke of the dominant importance of 
the Oriental Byzantine provinces and pointed out that it was precisely in 
Asia Minor, in the Empire of Nicaea, that the idea of restoring the Byzantine 
Empire in the thirteenth century had grown and ripened, he concluded that 
“the lesson of history must be strictly examined” and weighed by his con- 
temporaries waiting for the division of the inheritance of the “dangerously 
ill patient on the Bosphorus.”** He commented further: 


We should be greatly mistaken were we to insist that it is within our power to 
avoid taking an active part in the settlement of matters connected with the By- 
zantine heritage. Although it usually depends upon the heir to accept or refuse 
the heritage left to him, still Russia’s part in the Eastern question was bequeathed 
by history and cannot be changed voluntarily unless some unforseen shock should 
give us the faculty to forget and stamp out the memory of the things which made 
us live, strive, and suffer.®* 


Throughout his work Uspensky attempted to explain the problem of Slavic- 
Byzantine relations, and at the close of his introduction, written in October, 
1912, he referred the reader to the chapters on the history of the southern 
Slavs for the explanation of “today’s sad events in the Balkan peninsula,” 
i.e., the events of the Second Balkan War.** His goal, Uspensky explained, 
was to provide for the Russian reader serious material which would help him 
gain a clear understanding of a carefully weighed and well-thought-out sys- 
tem. In addition, he hoped that his readers would appreciate his conviction 
that a thorough study of Byzantine history and its relation to Russia’s past 
is not only indispensable to Russian scholarship but is equally necessary for 
the formation and proper guidance of Russian political and national con- 
sciousness. 

As an adherent of “Byzantinism,” Uspensky took particular care to define 
this term. In his conception the essential features which gave rise to Byzan- 
tinism were the immigration of the barbarians into the Empire and the cul- 
tural and religious crisis of the third and fourth centuries.* “Byzantinism is 
a historical principle, the effect of which is revealed in the history of the 
people of Southern and Eastern Europe; this principle directs the develop- 
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ment of many states even in our own times; it expresses itself in a particular 
set of beliefs and political institutions, and, one might say, in special forms 
of class organization and land relations.”** By Byzantinism, which is the 
result of a fusion of Romanism with older cultures, such as Hebrew, Persian, 
and Hellenic, “is meant primarily the combination of all elements which 
influenced the gradual reformation of the Roman Empire from the fifth 
to the eighth centuries, before it was transformed into the Byzantine Em- 
pire.”°’ “Many changes were caused by Germanic and Slavic immigration, 
bringing on reforms in the social and economic structure and in the military 
system of the Empire. The new elements exerted much influence upon the 
reformation of the Roman Empire in the East, causing it to acquire gradually 
the characteristics of Byzantinism.”°* Byzantinism manifests itself in the 
following phenomena: (1) “in a steady abolition of the prevailing Latin 
tongue and its gradual replacement by the Greek, or properly speaking, 
Byzantine, language; (2) in the struggle of nationalities for political suprem- 
acy; (3) in the new development of art, in the appearance of new motives 
which contributed to the creation of new monuments, as well as in peculiar 
works in the field of literature, where a new and original method is gradually 
developed under the influence of the patterns and traditions of Oriental cul- 
ture.”°? 

Uspensky’s opinion that the Roman Empire in the East acquires the dis- 
tinguishing traits of Byzantinism at about the eighth century agrees with 
that of the English Byzantine scholar, Finlay. Uspensky’s general theses are 
not proved in the first volume; they can be judged properly only when his 
complete history of the Byzantine Empire, or at least a history up to the 
Latin conquest, is available. 

These are the main problems raised in the first volume: (1) Slavic migration 
in the Balkan peninsula and its effect upon Byzantine life; (2) landownership 
yn the Byzantine Empire; and (3) the system of themes, i.¢., provincial ad- 
ministration of the Empire. Although these questions were not finally an- 
swered in Uspensky’s book, the interpretations which he gave indicate the 
need for a further study of these complex questions. 

This work by Uspensky was conceived more than twenty-five years before 
its publication, and it was written over a long period of time; various parts 
of it differ greatly in value. In contrast to new, vivid, and interesting chapters 
are other chapters based on obsolete materials, far below the level reached 
by modern scholars. Discussions of the Arabs and Muhammedans are ex- 
amples of the latter. Uspensky devoted much space to the social life of the 
Empire, and this is one of the chief merits of the book. The volume makes 
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possible for the reader an acquaintance with the early period of Byzantine 
history; it provides a clear exposition by a specialist who devoted his scholarly 
life almost exclusively to the study of the Byzantine period. In 1948 the third 
volume of his History, which covers the period 1081-1453, came out. The 
second half of the second volume has not been published. 

Shestakov.—In 1913 S. P. Shestakov published his Lectures on the History 
of the Byzantine Empire. The author was a professor at the University of 
Kazan. A second revised and enlarged edition of these lectures appeared in 
1915. The volume deals with historical events beginning with the migrations 
of the barbarians within the boundaries of the Western and Eastern Roman 
Empire in the third, fourth, and fifth centuries and ending with the corona- 
tion of Charlemagne in 800. The author relates many facts about external 
political affairs and the social life of the Empire and gives some information 
about the historiography and literature of this branch of history. The informa- 
tion is not always exact and the narrative is very hasty. 

C. N. Uspensky.—A very refreshing and vivid impression is left by the 
Outlines in Byzantine History, published in 1917 in Moscow, by the Russian 
scholar, C. N. Uspensky.’° The volume, only 268 pages long, contains a very 
interesting general introduction and survey of the social and economic evolu- 
tion of the Roman Empire. It brings the reader in contact with the important 
internal problems of the Byzantine period. The account ends with the late 
Iconoclast period and the restoration of image worship in 843, during the 
reign of Theodora. The distinguishing feature of the Outlines is the emphasis 
placed on questions of internal organization of the Empire and religious and 
social evolution; political events are brought in only at points where the 
author finds them valuable in the explanation of certain phenomena of social 
life. Uspensky carefully developed his main and wholly correct idea of the 
Hellenistic nature of the Roman and Byzantine Empires. He made an inter- 
esting attempt to investigate the feudalizing processes of Byzantine life in 
the field of laic as well as monastic landholding. Uspensky was particularly 
interested in the Iconoclast period, and the last chapters of his Outlines deserve 
particular attention. He analyzed the formation of the first barbarian king- 
doms within the Empire, administrative reforms and financial management 
under Justinian, the organization of themes, the peasantry of the sixth, 
seventh, and eighth centuries, and the so-called “rural code,” the problems 
of landholding and the exkuseia (Byzantine immunity). Small in size but 
rich in content, this book is of very great value. 

Vasilicv.—A. A. Vasiliev’s History of the Byzantine Empire was originally 
a Russian work published in Russia. The complete work is in two volumes 
and embraces the whole history of the Byzantine Empire. The first volume 
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was published in 1917 under the title Lectures in Byzantine History, vol. I, 
The Period Until the Beginning of the Crusades (1081). The second volume, 
covering the history from the Crusades until the fall of Constantinople, was 
published in three parts: (1) Byzantium and the Crusaders (Petrograd, 
1923); (2) Latin Domination in the East (Petrograd, 1923); and (3) The 
Fall of the Byzantine Empire (Leningrad, 1925). Information on the transla- 
tions, and the revised and enlarged editions of this work are included in the 
general bibliography of this volume. 

Bezobrazov—Sketches in Byzantine Culture, a posthumous study by 
P. V. Bezobrazov, who died in October, 1918, was published in Petrograd in 
1919. This vividly written book is marked by the author’s unsympathetic 
approach toward much of Byzantine life, which he described in rather dark 
colors. He discussed emperors and empresses, churchmen and government 
officials, landowners, artisans, literature, spectacles and amusements, and 
judicial matters. Bezobrazov was a very able scholar and his book is pleasant 
and profitable. 

Levchenko.—The first attempt to sketch Byzantine history from the 
Marxist point of view appeared in Soviet Russia in 1940, the brief History 
of Byzantium by M. V. Levchenko (Moscow and Leningrad, 1940). Putting 
aside the author’s commonplace attacks on “bourgeois byzantinists” which 
apparently are compulsory in Soviet Russia, the book reveals a good knowl- 
edge of material, gives. an interesting though somewhat biased selection of 
excerpts from sources, and devotes much attention to internal history, es- 
pecially socio-economic problems, which Levchenko connected with the in- 
terests of the masses. The author wrote: “Russia received Christianity from 
Byzantium. Along with Christianity the Slavs received writing and some 
elements of higher Byzantine culture. It is clear that the working masses 
of our country are right in becoming interested in the history of the Byzantine 
Empire, and the Soviet historian must satisfy this interest and give a scholarly 
history of Byzantium erected on the foundation of the Marxist-Lenin meth- 


odology.” (p. 4) 


PERIODICALS, GENERAL REFERENCES, AND PAPYROLOGY 


The first periodical devoted to Byzantine studies, Byzantinische Zeitschrift 
(Byzantine Journal), appeared in Germany in 1892. In addition to numerous 
articles and book reviews, it contains a detailed bibliography of all the publi- 
cations related to Byzantine history. Much space is devoted to all Russian 
and Slavic publications. Professor Karl Krumbacher was the founder and 
the first editor of this publication. Twenty-two volumes had appeared by 
1914, and an excellent analytical index to the first twelve volumes was pub- 
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lished in 1909. During the first World War Byzantinische Zeitschrift was 
discontinued, but it was resumed after the war. The journal is at present 
edited by Franz Dolger. 

In 1894 the Russian Academy of Sciences began the publication of the 
Vizantiysky Vremennik (Byzantine Annals), edited by V. G. Vasilievsky 
and V. E. Regel. This journal followed along the same lines as its German 
predecessor. In the bibliographical division much space is given to works 
connected with the history of Slavic peoples and Christian nations of the 
Near East. The journal is written in Russian, but occasionally it includes 
articles in French and modern Greek. Its publication also was suspended 
during the first World War. By 1917 twenty-two volumes had been pub- 
lished, but the twenty-third did not appear until 1923 and the twenty-fifth 
was published in 1928. The sixteenth volume contains an analytical index to 
the first fifteen volumes compiled by P. V. Bezobrazov. Th. I. Uspensky edited 
the Vizantiysky Vremenmik until his death. After 1947, in Soviet Russia, a 
new series of Vizantiysky Vremennik was begun; in 1951 the fourth volume 
came out. 

Another Byzantine periodical, Byzantis (BuCavris), was started in 1909 
by the Byzantine Society in Athens. Only two volumes have appeared. Since 
1915 three volumes of a new Russian periodical, Vyzantiyskoe Obozrenie 
(Byzantine Review) have been published by the faculty of History and 
Philology of the Youryev (Dorpat) University under the general editorship 
of V. E. Regel. The third volume appeared in 1917. 

N. A. Bees began in 1920 in Berlin the publication of the Byzantinisch- 
neugriechische Jahrbicher, whose general aims coincide with those of the 
Byzantinische Zeitschrift. Beginning with the fifth volume this journal has 
been published in Athens, Greece, where Bees is a et professor. 
Volume XVII appeared in 1944. 

At the Fifth International Historical Congress gihered a Brussels in 
1923, the section on Byzantine studies expressed a desire to create a new 
international Byzantine journal. At the First International Congress of 
Byzantine scholars at Bucharest in 1924 the final plans for the publication 
of such a periodical were completed, and in 1925 the first volume appeared. 
It was entitled Byzantion, an International Review of Byzantine Studies 
(Byzantion. Revue Internationale des Etudes Byzantines), and was edited 
by Paul Graindor and Henri Grégoire. This volume was dedicated to the 
well-known Russian scholar, N. P. Kondakov, to commemorate his eightieth 
birthday, but on the very day of its appearance news came of Kondakov’s 
death (February 16, 1925). 

Between 1924 and 1950 twenty volumes of a new Greek publication, Annual 
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of the Society of Byzantine Studies (Eaernpis ‘“Eraipeias Bularrivav 
Lzovdav), were published in Athens. Many articles printed in this Annual 
are interesting and important. 

In addition to materials given in these special periodicals, much valuable 
information pertaining to the study of the Byzantine period may be 
found in journals not directly concerned with Byzantine scholarship. Par- 
ticularly important for Byzantine studies are the Greek periodical Néos 
‘EAAnvoprypowv, edited by S. Lampros from 1904 and continued after his 
death by several Greek scholars; Echos d’Orient; and Revue de l’Orient 
Chrétien. 

The fundamental work on Byzantine law is History of Greek-Roman Law 
(Geschichte des griechisch-romischen Rechts) from the pen of the distin- 
guished German student of law, Karl Eduard Zacharia von Lingenthal. The 
third edition appeared in Berlin in 1892. Among earlier works on law is 
Jacques Godefroy’s edition of the Codex Theodositanus. Godefroy (Gotho- 
fredus, 1587-1652), jurist, was born in Geneva and was sent to France to 
study law and history. After thirty years of labor, he produced his edition 
of the Codex Theodosianus and enriched it with important notes and com- 
ments which still are extremely valuable for the early period of Byzantine 
law. His work was first printed thirteen years after his death. Other important 
works are Mortreuil’s French History of Byzantine Law (Histoire du droit 
Byzantin), three volumes published in Paris, 1843-47; the German survey 
by E. Heimbach in the Ersch und Gruber Encyclopedia (LXXXVI, 191-471) ; 
the Russian study by August Engelman, On the Scholarly Study of Greco- 
Roman Law, with a survey of its most recent literature, an “attempt at an 
introduction into the study of Byzantine juridical history,” published in 1857. 
This last study is now obsolete, but since it is very seldom mentioned and is 
rather inaccessiple, an outline of its contents may interest students: importance 
of the history of Byzantium and of Greco-Roman law, survey of the history 
of the literature of Greco-Roman law, conception and size of Greco-Roman 
juridical history, the division of the law into periods and the characteristics 
of each period, principal objects of the study of Greco-Roman law at present, 
and survey of the literature of Greco-Roman law since 1824. Another Russian 
work is by Azarevitch, A History of Byzantine Law (2 parts, Jaroslavl, 
1876-77). A very comprehensive outline, provided with valuable biblio- 
graphical notes, was published in 1906 by the Italian scholar, L. Siciliano, 
in Italian Juridical Encyclopedia (Enciclopedia Giuridica Italiana, vol. IV, 
part 5, fasc. 451 and 460). This was published separately in Milan in 1906. Also 
useful are Aldo Albertoni, Per una esposizione del diritto bizantino con 
riguardo all’ Italia (Imola, 1927), together with some additions by Norman 
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Baynes in the Byzantinische Zeitschrift (XXVIII [1928], 474-76), and H. 
vy. Wittken, Die Entwicklung des Rechtes nach Justinian in Byzanz (Halle, 
1928). 

The most important works on Byzantine art are: N. P. Kondakov, The 
History of Byzantine Art and Iconography according to Miniatures of Greek 
Manuscripts (Odessa, 1876; Atlas, 1877; revised French edition, Paris, 
1886-91, in two volumes); Bayet, Byzantine Art (“L’Art byzantin” in the 
French History of Art, compiled by A. Michel, vols. I and III, Paris, 1905 
and 1908) ; Charles Diehl, 4 Manual of Byzantine Art (Manuel d’art byzan- 
tin, Paris, 1910; revised and enlarged edition in two volumes, 1925-26) ; O. M. 
Dalton, Byzantine Art and Archeology (Oxford, 1911); O. M. Dalton, East 
Christian Art: A Survey of the Monuments (Oxford, 1925; this work by 
Dalton contains a section on architecture) ; L. Bréhier, L’Art Byzantin (Paris, 
1924); H. Peirce and R. Tyler, L’Art Byzantin, two vols. (Paris, 1934). 

Among works on Byzantine chronology those of great importance are: 
H. L. Clinton, Fasts Romani (English edition, 2 vols., Oxford, 1845-50), 
bringing historical events down to the death of the Emperor Heraclius in 
641 a.D.; Muralt, Essay in Byzantine Chronography (Essai de chronographie 
byzantine, 2 vols., St. Petersburg and Basel, 1855 and 1873) which embraces 
all of Byzantine history until 1453, but should be used with great caution; 
Otto Seeck, Regesten der Kaiser und Papste fiir die Jahre 311 bis 476 N. Chr. 
Vorarbeit zu einer Prosopographie der christlichen Kaiserzeit (Stuttgart, 
1919), is very useful, as is Franz Dolger, Regesten der Katserurkunden des 
ostromischen Reiches (Munich and Berlin, 1924-1932), in the Corpus der 
griechischen Urkunden des Mittelalters und der neueren Zeit (Akademien 
der Wissenschaften in Miinchen und Wien); and see also V. Grumel, Les 
Régestes des Actes du Patriarcat de Constantinople (Istanbul, 1932 and 1936), 
covering the years 381-1043. A new scientific study of Byzantine chronology 
is one of the real problems of contemporary Byzantology. 

Bibliographical information of a general nature on other branches of Byzan- 
tine studies, such as numismatics, sigillography, and papyrology, may be 
found in Krumbacher’s History of Byzantine Literature, as well as in the 
bibliographical sections of the special Byzantine periodicals. 

It is only in the last thirty or forty years that the great importance and real 
interest of the Byzantine Age has been generally recognized in the field of 
papyrology. The earlier generations of the papyrologists, said one of the 
best modern scholars in this field, H. I. Bell, looked upon the Byzantine age 
with a rather stepmotherly eye, devoting their attention mainly to the Ptole- 
maic and Roman periods."* 


7! Bell, “The Decay of a Civilization,” Journal of Egyptian Archacology, X (1924). 


CHAPTER II: THE EMPIRE FROM THE TIME OF 
CONSTANTINE THE GREAT TO JUSTINIAN 


CONSTANTINE AND CHRISTIANITY 


HE Cultural and religious crisis through which the Roman Empire was 
TT passing in the fourth century is one of the most significant events in 
the history of the world. The old pagan culture came into collision with 
Christianity, which received official recognition during the reign of Con- 
stantine at the beginning of the fourth century and was declared the dominant _ 
state religion by Theodosius the Great at the end of that same century. It 
might have seemed at first that these two clashing elements, representing 
two diametrically opposed points of view, would never find a basis for 
mutual agreement. But Christianity and pagan Hellenism did intermix 
gradually to form a Christian-Greco-Eastern culture subsequently known as 
Byzantine. Its center was the new capital of the Roman Empire, Constan- | 
tinople. 

The person who was chiefly responsible for the many changes in the| 
empire was Constantine the Great. During his reign Christianity stepped for} 
the first time on the firm ground of official recognition. From this time for- 
ward the old pagan empire gradually changed into a Christian empire. 

The conversion of nations or states to Christianity has usually taken place 
during the early stage of their historical existence when the past has created 
no firmly established traditions, but merely some crude and primitive customs 
and forms of government. In such cases the conversion has caused no great 
crisis in the life of the people. But this was not characteristic of the Roman 
Empire in the fourth century. It already possessed an old world culture and 
had developed forms of government perfect for that time. It had a great past 
and an extensive body of ideas which had been assimilated by the population. 
This empire, changing in the fourth century into a Christian state, entered 
upon an era during which its past was contradicted, at times completely de- 
nied; this was bound to lead to an extremely acute and difficult crisis. Ap- 
parently the old pagan world, at least in the domain of religion, no longer 
satisfied national wants. New needs and new desires appeared, which only 
Christianity could satisfy. 

When a moment of unusual importance is associated with some historical 
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personage who happens to play a leading part in it, a whole literature about 
him is created which aims to evaluate his significance for the given period 
and attempts to penetrate into the innermost regions of his spiritual life. For 
the/fourth century this important personage was Constantine the Great. » 

Constantine was born at the city of Naissus (Nish at present). On the side 
of his father, Constantius Chlorus, Constantine belonged probably to an 
Illyrian family. His mother, Helena, was a Christian who later became St. 
Helena. She made a pilgrimage to Palestine where, according to tradition, 
she found the true cross on which Christ was crucified.’ In 305, after Dio- 
cletian and Maximian had renounced their imperial rank according to the 
established agreement and had retired into private life, Galerius became the 
Augustus in the East, and Constantius, father of Constantine, assumed the 
title of Augustus in the West. In the following year Constantius died in 
Britain, and his legions proclaimed his son Constantine Augustus. At this 
time a revolt broke out in Rome. The mutinous population and the army 
rejected Galerius and proclaimed as emperor Maxentius, the son of the 
Maximian who had resigned his imperial power. The aged Maximian joined 
his son and again assumed the imperial title. A period of civil war followed, 
during which both Maximian and Galerius died. Constantine then formed 
an alliance with one of the new Augusti, Licinius, and defeated Maxentius 
in a decisive battle near Rome in 312. Maxentius was drowned in the Tiber 
while trying to flee from the enemy (at Saxa Rubra near the Milvian bridge 
across the Tiber). The two victorious emperors, Constantine and Licinius, 
met at Milan where, according to historical tradition, they proclaimed the 
famous Edict of Milan. The peaceful relations between the two emperors did 
not last very long, however. A struggle soon broke out between them, which 
ended in a complete victory for Constantine. Licinius was killed in 324 a.p., 
and Constantine became the sole ruler of the Roman Empire. 

The two main events of Constantine’s reign which were of paramount 
significance for the subsequent course of history were the official recognition 
of Christianity and the transfer of the capital from the shores of the Tiber 
_ to the shores of the Bosphorus, from ancient Rome to Constantinople, the 
“New Rome.” In studying the position of Christianity in Constantine’s time 
scholars have considered two problems in particular: the “conversion” of 
Constantine and the Edict of Milan." 


1 See, e.g. H. Vincent and F. M. Abel, Constantine the Great, see the very useful 
Jérusalem. Recherches de topographie, d’arché- article of A. Piganiol, “L’état actuel de la 
ologie et d'histoire, 1, 202-3. question constantinienne 1930/49,” Historia, 

18 For general information on what has been I (1950), 82-96. 
recently done on the problems connected with 
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The conversion of Constantine 


Historians and theologians have been primarily interested in the causes 
of Constantine’s “conversion.” Why did Constantine favor Christianity? 
Should his attitude be viewed only as an indication of his political wisdom? 
Did he see in Christianity merely a means of gaining his political aims? Or 
did he adopt Christianity because of his own inner conviction? Or, finally, 
was this “conversion” influenced by both political motives and a spiritual 
leaning toward Christianity ? 

The main difficulty in solving this problem lies in the contradictory informa- 
tion found in the sources. Constantine as depicted by the Christian bishop 
Eusebius does not in the least resemble Constantine created by the pen of the 
pagan writer Zosimus. Historians have found ample opportunity for answer- 
ing this entangled question according to their own preconceived opinions. The 
French historian Boissier wrote in his Fall of Paganism: 


Unfortunately, when we deal with great people who play a leading part in history 
and try to study their lives and account for their actions, we are seldom satisfied 
with the most natural explanations. Since these men have the reputation of un- 
usual people, we never want to believe that they acted just like other ordinary peo- 
ple. We search for hidden reasons behind their simplest actions; we attribute to 
them subtle considerations, depth of thought and perfidies of which they never 
dreamed. All this is true in the case of Constantine. A preconceived conviction be- 
came current that this skilful politician wanted to fool us; the more fervently he 
devoted himself to religious affairs and declared himself a true believer, the more 
definite were our attempts to prove that he was indifferent to these matters, that 
he was a skeptic, who in reality was not concerned about any religion and pre- 
ferred that religion which could benefit him most.? 


For a long time historical opinion was influenced greatly by the skeptical 
judgment of the well-known German historian, Jacob Burckhardt, expressed 
in his brilliant work, The Time of Constantine the Great. He represents 
Constantine as a statesman of genius, seized by high ambitions and a strong 
desire for power, a man who sacrificed everything to the fulfillment of his 
worldly aims. “Attempts are often made,” wrote Burckhardt, “to penetrate 
into the religious conscience of Constantine and then draw a picture of the 
changes which presumably took place in his religious beliefs. All this is done 
in vain. For in the case of this man of genius, whose ambitions and thirst for 
power troubled every hour of his life, there could be no question of Chris- 
tianity and paganism, of a conscious religiousness or non-religiousness; such 
a man is essentially irreligious [unmreligios]. . . . If he had stopped even for 
a moment to consider his real religious consciousness it would have been 
fatal.” This “deadly egotist,” having recognized that Christianity was bound 
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to become a world force, made use of it precisely from that point of view. 
In this recognition, according to Burckhardt, lies Constantine’s great merit. 
Yet Constantine gave very definite privileges to paganism as well as to 
Christianity. To look for any system in the actions of this inconsistent man 
would be all in vain; there was only chance. Constantine, “an egotist in a 
purple mantle, does and permits all that will increase his personal power.” 
Burckhardt used as his main source Eusebius’ Life of Constantine, disregard- 
ing the fact that this work is not authentic.* The judgment of Burckhardt, 
given briefly here, makes no allowance for any genuine religious feeling on 
the part of the Emperor. 

Basing his arguments on different grounds, the German theologian Adolph 
Harnack, in The Expansion of Christianity 1n the First Three Centuries,* 
arrived at similar conclusions. After a study of the status of Christianity in 
individual provinces of the empire he admitted the impossibility of de- 
termining the exact number of Christians and concluded that though toward 
the fourth century they were numerous and influential in the empire, they 
did not constitute the majority of the population. But he remarked further: 


Numerical strength and real influence need not coincide in every case; a small 
circle may exercise very powerful influence if its members are largely drawn from 
the leading classes, whilst a large number may represent quite an inferior amount 
of influence if it is recruited from the lower classes, or in the main from country 
districts. Christianity was a religion of towns and cities; the larger the town or city, 
the larger (even relatively) was the number of Christians. This lent it an extraor- 
dinary advantage. But alongside of this, Christianity had already penetrated deep 
into the country districts, throughout a large number of provinces; as we know 
definitely with regard to the majority of provinces in Asia Minor, and no less so 
as regards Armenia, Syria, Egypt, Palestine, and Northern Africa (with its country 
towns). 


Dividing all the provinces of the empire into four categories according to 
the wider or narrower spread of Christianity, Harnack analyzed the position 
of Christianity in each category and concluded that the headquarters of the 
Christian church at the opening of the fourth century lay in Asia Minor. It 
is well known that for a number of years previous to his famous “flight” to 
Gaul, Constantine stayed at the court of Diocletian in Nicomedia. His im- 
pressions of Asia became apparent in Gaul, in the form of political con- 
- siderations which led him to make his decisive resolve: he could benefit by 
the support of the firm and powerful Church and episcopate. It is idle to ask 
whether the Church would have gained her victory even apart from Con- 
stantine. Some Constantine or other would have come upon the scene. In 

3J. Burckhardt, Die Zeit Constantin’s des 4th ed., enlarged and revised, in original Ger- 


Grossen (3rd ed., 1898), 326, 369-70, 387, 407. man, 1925. 
* Trans. into English by J. Moffatt, 1904; 
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any event, the victory of Christianity all over Asia Minor was achieved before YA 
Constantine came on the scene at all, and it was assured in other provinces. 

It required no special illumination and no celestial army chaplain to bring 
about what was already in existence. All that was needed was an acute and 
forceful statesman who had a vital interest in the religious situation. Such a 
man was Constantine. He was gifted, inasmuch as he clearly recognized and 
firmly grasped what was inevitable.® 

It is quite apparent that Harnack viewed Constantine as a gifted statesman 
only. Naturally, even an approximate statistical estimate of the number of 
Christians at that period is out of the question. It is admitted by many of the 
best modern scholars, however, that paganism was still the dominant element 
in the state and society, while the Christians were decidedly in the minority. 
According to the calculations of Professor V. Bolotov, which coincided with 
the estimates of several other scholars, “it is probable that toward the time y 
of Constantine the Christians constituted one-tenth of the entire population; 
perhaps even this figure needs to be reduced. Any claim that the number 
of Christians exceeded one-tenth is precarious.”® At present there seems to be 
uniform agreement that the Christians were in the minority during the time 
of Constantine. If that is true, then the purely political theory in regard to 
Constantine’s attitude toward Christianity must be dropped. A great states- 
man would not have allowed his wide political schemes to depend upon one- 
tenth of the population which at that time was taking no part in political 
affairs. 

Duruy, the author of the History of Rome and of the Roman People, wrote 
somewhat under the influence of Burckhardt in evaluating Constantine’s 
activities; he referred to “honest and calm deism, which was shaping Con- 
stantine’s religion.” According to Duruy, Constantine “very early became 
aware of the fact that Christianity in its fundamental dogmas corresponds 
with his own belief in one God.”” But in spite of this, Duruy continued, po- 
litical considerations were of primary importance to Constantine: 

As Bonaparte sought to conciliate the Church and the Revolution, so Constan- 
tine proposed to have the old and the new religions live peaceably side by side, at 
the same time favoring the latter. He understood which way the world was mov- 
ing, and aided its movement without precipitating it. It is to the honor of this Em- 
peror that he made good his claim to the title assumed by him on his triumphal 
arch, quietis custos (custodian of peace). ... We have sought to penetrate the 


deepest recesses of Constantine’s mind, and have found there a policy of govern- 
ment rather than a religious conviction.® 


5 A. Harnack, Die Mission und Ausbreitung 6 Lectures on the History of the Ancient 
des Christentums in den ersten drei Jahrhun- Church, Ill, 29. 
derten (2nd ed., 1906), II, 276-85; trans. 7 Histoire des Romains, VII, 102; trans. 
Moffatt, 452-66. M. M. Ripley, VII, 517. 
8 Tbid., 86, 88, 519-20. 
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Duruy remarked elsewhere, however, that “the Constantine pictured by 
Eusebius often saw between earth and heaven things which no one else ever 
noticed.” 

Two of the large number of publications which appeared in 1913 in 
connection with the celebration of the sixteenth centennial of the so-called 
Edict of Milan were: Kaiser Constantin und die christliche Kirche, written by 
E. Schwartz, and Collected Papers (Gesammelte Studien), edited by F. 
Dolger. Schwartz stated that Constantine, “with the diabolical perspicacity of 
a world-master, realized the importance which the alliance with the church 
had for the universal monarchy which he was planning to build, and he had 
the courage and energy to accomplish this union against all traditions of 
Caesarism.”*® E. Krebs, in the Papers edited by Dolger, wrote that all the 
steps taken by Constantine toward Christianity were but secondary causes 
of the acceleration of the victory of the church; the main cause lay in the 
supernatural power of Christianity itself.” 

Opinions of various scholars on this subject differ widely. P. Batiffol de- 
fended the sincerity of Constantine’s conversion,” and more recently J. Mau- 
rice, a well-known scholar in the field of numismatics of Constantine’s time, at- 
tempted to substantiate the miraculous element in his conversion.”* Boissier 
noted that for Constantine the statesman to deliver himself into the hands 
of the Christians, who constituted a minority and were of no political im- 
portance, would have meant a risky experiment; therefore, since he did not 
change his faith for political reasons, it must be admitted he did it through 
conviction.’* F, Lot was inclined to accept the sincerity of Constantine’s con- 
version.”® E, Stein maintained a political reason. The greatest significance of 
Constantine’s religious policy, he said, is the introduction of the Christian 
Church into the organism of the State, and he presumed that Constantine 
was influenced to some extent by the example of the Zoroastrian state church 
in Persia.'® H. Grégoire wrote that policy always takes precedence over re- 
ligion, particularly external policy.’’ A. Piganiol said that Constantine was a 
Christian without knowing it.*® 


® Jbid., VI, 602. 

10 Kaiser Constantin und die Cahristliche 
Kirche, 2. 

11 “Konstantin der Grosse und seine Zeit,” 
Gesammelte Studien, ed. F. Dolger, 2. 

1204 Paix Constantinienne et le Catholl- 
cisme, 256-59 (in connection with the discus- 
sion of O. Seeck on the same subject). 

13 Constantin le Grand. L’Origine de la 
civilisation chrétienne, 30-36. 

146G. Boissier, La Fin du paganisme; étude 
sur les derniéres luttes religieuses en Occi- 
dent au quatriéme siecle, 1, 28; and H. Le- 


clercq, “Constantin,” Dictionnaire d’archéo- 
logie chrétienne et de liturgie, III (2), col. 
2669. 

15 Tg Fin du monde antique, 32-38. 

18 Geschichte des spatromischen Reiches, 1, 
146-47. On the works of Lot and Stein see an 
interesting comment by N. Baynes, Journal 
of Roman Studies, XVIII (1928), 220. 

17 “Ta ‘conversion’ de Constantin,” Revue 
de Université de Bruxelles, XXXVI (1930- 
31), 264. 

18 T’Empereur Constantin, 75. 
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However, the “conversion” of Constantine, generally connected with his ” 


victory over Maxentius in 312, should not be considered as his real conversion 
to Christianity; he actually adopted the religion in the year he died. During 
his entire reign he remained the pontifex maximus; he never called Sunday 
anything but “the day of the sun” (dies solis) ; and the “invincible sun” (sol 
invictus) at that period usually meant the Persian God, Mithras, whose wor- 
ship was spread throughout the Empire, in the East as well as in the West. 
At times this cult of the sun was a serious rival to Christianity. It is certain 
that Constantine was a supporter of the cult of the sun; such devotion was 
hereditary in his own family. In all probability his sol znvictus was Apollo. 
Maurice observed that this solar religion assured him an immense popularity 
in the Empire.’® 

Recently some historians made an interesting attempt to represent Con- 
stantine as merely the continuator and executor of a policy initiated by others, 
rather than as the sole champion of Christianity. According to Grégoire, 
Licinius, before Constantine, originated a policy of tolerance toward Chris- 
tianity. Schoenebeck, the German historian, questioned Grégoire’s opinion; 
he considered Maxentius a champion of Christianity in his section of the 
Empire and the one who provided a model for Constantine to follow.”° 

Granting Constantine’s leanings toward Christianity, his political schemes 
were nevertheless bound to have a dominating influence upon his attitude 
toward Christianity, which could be helpful to him in many ways. He under- 
stood that in the future Christianity would be the main unifying element 
among the races of the Empire. “He wanted to strengthen the unity of the 
Empire through a unity of the Church.”** 

The conversion of Constantine is usually connected with the famous story 
of the appearance of a luminous cross in the sky during the struggle be- 
tween Constantine and Maxentius; an element of miracle is thus introduced 
as one of the causes of the conversion. However, the sources related to this 
event arouse much disagreement among historians. The earliest account of 
a miracle belongs to a Christian contemporary of Constantine, Lactantius, 
who, in his work On the Death of the Persecutors (De mortibus persecu- 
torum), spoke only of the warning Constantine received in a dream to inscribe 
on his shields the likeness of the divine sign of Christ (coeleste signum Dei).”° 
Lactantius said nothing about the heavenly vision which Constantine was 
supposed to have seen. 

19 Numismatique constantinienne, Il, viii, beck, Bettrage zur Religionspolitik des Maxen- 
Xii, XX—XI vill. tius und Constantin, 1-5, 14, 22, 27. 

20 Grégoire, “La ‘conversion’ de Constan- 21, Trubezkoy, Religious and Social Ideals 
tin,” Revue de l'Université de Bruxelles, of Western Christianity in the Fifth Century, 


XXXVI (1930-31), 231-32. Hans von Schoene- _I, 2. 
22 De mortibus persecutorum, 44. 
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Another contemporary of Constantine, Eusebius of Caesarea, wrote in 
two of his works about the victory over Maxentius. In his earlier work, The 
Ecclesiastical History, Eusebius remarked only that Constantine, starting out 
to save Rome, “invoked in prayer the God of Heaven and his Word, Jesus 
Christ, the Savior of all,”** Apparently nothing was said here about the 
dream, or about signs on the shields. Another work, The Life of Constantine, 
was written about twenty-five years after the victory over Maxentius and is 
usually, though probably wrongly, attributed to Eusebius. This work relates 
that the emperor himself told and confirmed by oath the famous story of how 
during his march on Maxentius he saw above the setting sun a luminous cross, 
with the words “By This Conquer!” (rovr@ vixa). He and his legions were 
awe-struck at this vision. The following night Christ came to Constantine in 
a dream, bearing the same sign, and bade him make a likeness of the cross 
and with it march against his enemies. As soon as dawn broke the Emperor 
communicated to his friends the marvelous dream and then, calling together 
artificers, he described to them the outlines of the vision he had seen and 
ordered them to execute the standard,?* which is known as the labarum.** 
The labarum was a long cross formed like a spear. From the transverse bar 
hung a silk cloth, embroidered in gold and adorned with precious stones, 
bearing the images of Constantine and his two sons; at the peak of the cross 
was a golden wreath surrounding the monogram of Christ.*° From the time 
of Constantine the labarum became the banner of the Byzantine Empire. 
Reference to the divine apparition and to armies marching in heaven, which 
were sent by God to aid Constantine in his struggle, may be found in the works 
of other writers. The information on this point is so confusing and contradic- 
tory that it cannot be properly evaluated from a historic point of view. Some 
writers go so far as to say that the miracle took place, not during the march 
against Maxentius, but before Constantine’s departure from Gaul. 


The so-called Edict of Milan 


During the reign of Constantine the Great, Christianity received official 
permission to exist and develop. The first decree favoring Christianity was 
issued in 311 by Galerius, who had been one of its most ferocious persecutors. 


28 Historia ecclestastica, ix, 9, 2. See A Select 
Library of Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers of 
the Christian Church, ed. P. Schaff, H. Wace, 
and others, 2nd ser., I, 363. 

24 Eusebius, Vita Constantini, I, 38-40. 

25 The riddle of the origin of this word has 
been solved at last by H. Grégoire, “L’Ety- 
mologie de ‘Labarum,’” Byzantion, 1V 
(1929), 477-82: this is the Latin word /au- 


reum in the sense of stgnum or vextllum. Also 
see 1bid., XI (1937) and XIII (1939), 583. 
Grégoire’s etymology of /abarum was ad- 
vanced by Valesius (H. Valois) in the seven- 
teenth century. 

26 The image of the labarum may be seen 
on the coins of the epoch of Constantine. See, 
e.g., Maurice, Numismatique constantimienne, 
I, 2, and plate IX. 
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This decree gave pardon to the Christians for their former stubborn resistance 
to government orders aimed at turning them back to paganism, and an- 
nounced their legal right to exist. It declared: “Christians may exist again, 
and may establish their meetings, yet so that they do nothing contrary to 
good order. Wherefore, in accordance with this indulgence of ours, they 
will be bound to pray their God for our good estate, that of the commonwealth, 
and their own.”?" 

Two years later, after his victory over Maxentius and agreement with; 
Licinius, Constantine met Licinius in Milan, where they issued the very 
interesting document incorrectly called the Edict of Milan. The original text 
of this document has not been preserved, but a Latin rescript of Licinius sent 
to the prefect of Nicomedia has been preserved by Lactantius. A Greek trans- 
lation of the Latin original is given by Eusebius in his Ecclestastical History. 

According to this document the Christians and people of other eee 


were given full freedom to follow whatever faith they chose. All measure 
directed against the Christians were declared null and void: 

From now on every one of those who have a common wish to observe the 
Christian worship may freely and unconditionally endeavor to observe the same 
without any annoyance or disquiet. These things we thought good to signify in 
the fullest manner to your Carefulness [i.e., the praeses of Bithynia], that you might 
know that we have given freely and unreservedly to the said Christians authority 
to practice their worship. And when you perceive that we have made this grant 
to the said Christians, your Devotion understands that to others also freedom for 
their own worship and observance is likewise left open and freely granted, as be- 
fits the quiet of our times, that every man may have freedom in the practice of 
whatever worship he has chosen, for it is not our will that aught be diminished 
from the honor of any worship.?® 
The document also ordered that private buildings and churches a ga 
confiscated from Christians be restored to them freely and unreservedly. 

In 1891 the German scholar O. Seeck advanced the theory that no Edict of 
Milan was ever issued. The only edict which ever appeared, he stated, was 
the edict of tolerance issued by Galerius in 311.?* For a long time most his- 
torians failed to accept this view. In 1913 the sixteen-hundredth anniversary 
of the Edict of Milan was solemnly celebrated in many countries and a vast 
literature on the subject was produced. In reality, however, the edict quoted 
above, promulgated at Nicomedia by Licinius in 313, was a confirmation 
of Galerius’ edict of 311, which apparently had not been satisfactorily carried 
out. The document which was issued at Milan in March, 313 by Constantine — 


27 Lactantius, De mortibus persecutorum, 29“Das sogenannte Edikt von Mailand,” 
34, 4-5; Eusebius, Historia ecclesiastica, viii, Zeitschrift fur Kirchengeschichte, XII (1891), 
17, 9-10. 381-86. See also his Geschichte des Untergangs 


28 Lactantius, De mortibus persecutorum, 48, der antiken Welt (and ed., 1897), 495. 
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and Licinius was not an edict but a letter to the governors of the provinces in 
Asia Minor and in the East in general, explaining and directing how they 
should treat the Christians.*° 

The conclusion, on the basis of this edict, is that Constantine and Licinius 
gave Christianity the same rights enjoyed by other faiths, including paganism. 
It is premature to speak of the triumph of Christianity in Constantine’s time. 
To Constantine, Christianity seemed compatible with paganism. The great 


a arenes of his act is that he not only allowed Christianity to exist but 


ctually placed it under the protection of the government. This was an ex- 
tremely significant moment in the history of early Christianity. The Edict 
of Nicomedia, however, gave no basis for the claim made by some historians 
that during the reign of Constantine Christianity was placed above all other 
religions, that the others were only tolerated,** and that the “Edict of Milan” 
proclaimed, not a policy of toleration, but the predominance of Christianity.*” 
When the question of the dominance or the equal rights of Christianity is 
raised, the decision must be in favor of equal rights. Nevertheless, the sig- 
nificance of the Edict of Nicomedia is great. As one historian has said, “In 
reality, without any unnecessary exaggeration, the importance of the ‘Edict 
of Milan’ remains unquestionably great, for it was an act which ended the 
illegal position of the Christians in the empire and declared at the same time 
complete religious freedom, thus reducing paganism de jure from its former 
position of the only state religion to the rank of all other religions.”** 


The attitude of Constantine toward the Church 


Constantine did more than merely grant equal rights to Christianity as a 
definite religious doctrine. The Christian clergy (cleric:) were given all the 
privileges granted to the pagan priests. They were exempted from state taxa- 
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tion and duties as well as from the officeholding which might divert them 
from the performance of their religious obligations (the right of immunity). 
Any man could bequeath his property to the Church, which-thereby acquired 7 
the right of inheritance. Thus, simultaneously with the declaration of religious 
freedom, the Christian communities were recognized as legal juridical en- 
tities; from a legal point of view, Christianity was placed in an entirely new 
position. 

Very important privileges were given to episcopal courts. Any man had the 
right, if his opponent agreed, to carry a civil suit to the episcopal court, even 
after proceedings in that suit had already been started in the civil court. To- 
ward the end of Constantine’s reign the authority of the episcopal courts 
was enlarged still more: (1) The decision of a bishop had to be accepted as 
final in cases concerning people of any age; (2) any civil case could be trans- 
ferred to the episcopal court at any stage of the proceedings, even if the op- 
posing side did not agree; (3) the decisions of the episcopal courts had to be 
sanctioned by civil judges. All these judicial privileges increased the authority 
of the bishops in society but at the same time added a heavy burden to their 
responsibilities and created many complications. The losing side, in view of 
the illegality of appealing a bishop’s decision, which could not always be 
correct, often remained dissatisfied and irritated. Moreover, these additional 
duties introduced too many worldly interests into the lives of the bishops. 

The Church at the same time was growing in material wealth through gifts . | 
from state resources of landed property or money and grain. Christians could 
not be forced to participate in pagan festivals. At the same time Christian 
influence brought about some mitigation in the punishment of criminals. 

In addition to all this, Constantine’s name is connected with the erection 
of many churches in all parts of his immense empire. The basilica of St. Peter 
and the basilica of the Lateran in Rome are ascribed to him. He was particu- 
larly interested in Palestine, where his mother, Helena, supposedly found the 
true cross. In Jerusalem, in the place where Christ was buried, the Church of 
the Holy Sepulchre was erected ; on the Mount of Olives Constantine built the 
Church of the Ascension and at Bethlehem the Church of the Nativity. The 
new capital, Constantinople, and its suburbs were also adorned with many 
churches, the most prominent the Church of the Apostles and the Church of , 
St. Irene; it is possible that Constantine laid the foundations of St. Sophia, 
which was completed by his successor, Constantius. Many churches were be- 
ing constructed in other places during Constantine’s reign, at Antioch, 
Nicomedia, and North Africa.** 
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; After the reign of Constantine three important Christian centers developed: 

the early Christian Rome, in Italy, although pagan sympathy and tradition 
continued to exist there for some time; Christian Constantinople, which very 
soon became a second Rome in the eyes of the Christians of the East; and, 
finally, Christian Jerusalem. After the destruction of Jerusalem by the Em- 
peror Titus in 70 a.p., and the formation in its place of the Roman colony, 
Aelia Capitolina, during the reign of the Emperor Hadrian in the second 
century A.D., old Jerusalem had lost its significance, although it was the mother 
church of Christendom and the center of the first apostolic preaching. Chris- 
tian Jerusalem was called to new life in the period of Constantine. Politically, 
Caesarea, and not Aelia, was the capital of that province. The churches built 
during this period in the three centers stood as symbols of the triumph of the 
Christian church on earth. This church soon became the state church. The 
new idea of the kingdom on earth was in direct contrast with the original 
conception of Christianity as a kingdom “not of this world,” and of the 
rapidly approaching end of the world.*® 


Arianism and the Council of Nicaea 


Because of the new conditions created in the early part of the fourth century, 
the Christian church experienced a period of intense activity which mani- 
fested itself particularly in the field of dogma. In the fourth century problems 
of dogma preoccupied not only individual men, as was the case in the third 
century with Tertullian or Origen, but also entire parties, consisting of large, 
well-organized groups of individuals. 

In the fourth century councils became a common occurrence and they were 
considered the only effective means for settling debatable problems. But in 
this movement a new element is present in the relations between church and 
state, highly significant for the subsequent history of relations between the 
spiritual and the temporal powers. Beginning with Constantine the Great, the 
state took part in the religious disputes and directed them as it saw fit. In 
many cases, obviously, the interests of the state did not coincide with those of 
the church. 

For many centuries the cultural center of the East was the Egyptian city 
Alexandria, where intellectual activity rushed forth in a powerful stream. 
Quite naturally, the new dogmatical movements originated in Alexandria 
which, according to Professor A. Spassky, “became the center of theological 
development in the East and attained in the Christian world the particular 
fame of a philosophical church which never tired of studying higher prob- 
lems of religion and science.”** Although it was an Alexandrian presbyter, 
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Arius, who gave his name to the most significant “heretical” teaching of 
Constantine’s period, the doctrine had originated in the second half of the 
third century in Antioch, Syria, where Lucian, one of the most learned men of 
the time, had founded an exegetical-theological school. This school, as A. Har- 
nack said, “is the nursery of the Arian doctrine, and Lucian, its head, is the 
Arius before Arius.”*" 

Arius advanced the idea that the Son of God was a created being. This 
idea formed the basis of the Arian heresy. Beyond the boundaries of Egypt, 
Eusebius, bishop of Caesarea, and Eusebius, bishop of Nicomedia, sided with 
Arius. Feeling ran high. Arius, in spite of the efforts of his adherents, was 
refused communion by Alexander, bishop of Alexandria. Local efforts to 
pacify the disturbances in the church did not succeed. 

Constantine, who had just defeated Licinius and had become sole Emperor, 
arrived in 324 at Nicomedia, where he received numerous complaints from 
both the opponents and the adherents of Arius. Desiring above all to maintain 
religious peace in the Empire and not realizing the full significance of the 
dogmatic dispute, the Emperor sent a letter to Bishop Alexander and Arius, 
urging them to come to an agreement. He pointed out as an example the 
philosophers, who had their disputes yet lived in peace. He also indicated 
in his letter that it should not be difficult for them to come to an agreement, 
since both of them believed in Divine Providence and Jesus Christ. “Restore 
me then my quiet days, and untroubled nights, that the joy of undimmed 
light, the delight of a tranquil life, may henceforth be my portion,” Con- 
stantine wrote in his letter.3® 

This letter was delivered to Alexandria by Bishop Hosius (Osius) of Cor- 
dova (Spain), whom Constantine held in great esteem. He delivered the 
letter, investigated the matter thoroughly, and explained to the Emperor on 
his return the full significance of the Arian movement. It was only then that 
Constantine decided to call a council. 

The First Ecumenical Council was called together by imperial edicts in the 
Bithynian city, Nicaea. The exact number of people who came to this council 
is not known; the number of Nicaean Fathers is often estimated at 318.°° 
Most of them were eastern bishops. The aged bishop of Rome sent in his 
place two presbyters. Among the matters taken up by the council the most 
important was the Arian dispute. The Emperor presided at the council and 
sometimes even led the discussions. 
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The acts of the Council of Nicaea have not been preserved. Some doubt 
that any written records of the proceedings were kept at all. Information 
about the council comes from the writings of those who participated in it 
as well as from the accounts of historians.*® The most enthusiastic and skillful 


~ opponent of Arius was the archdeacon of the Alexandrian church, Athanasius. 


After heated discussions the council condemned the heresy of Arius, and 
after introducing some corrections and additions, it adopted the Creed in 
which, contrary to the teachings of Arius, Jesus Christ was recognized as the 
Son of God, unbegotten, and consubstantial (of one essence) with His Father. 


‘ The Nicene Creed was signed by many of the Arian bishops. The more 


persistent of them, including Arius himself, were subjected to exile and con- 
finement. One of the best authorities on Arianism wrote: “Arianism had 
started with a vigour promising a great career, and in a few years seemed no 
unequal claimant for the supremacy of the East. But its strength collapsed 
the moment the council met, withered by the universal reprobation of the 
Christian world. . . . Arianism seemed hopelessly crushed when the council 
closed.”** The solemn proclamation of the council announced to all com- 
munities the new state of harmony and peace within the church. Constantine 
wrote: “The devil will no longer have any power against us, since all that 
which he had malignantly devised for our destruction has been entirely over- 
thrown from the foundations. The Splendor of Truth has dissipated at the 
command of God those dissensions, schisms, tumults, and so to speak, deadly 
poisons of discord.”*? 

Reality did not fulfill Constantine’s hopes. The Council of Nicaea, by its 


- condemnation of Arianism, not only failed to put an end to Arian disputes, 


but caused many new similar movements and complications. In the attitude 
of Constantine himself there came to be a marked change in favor of the 
Arians. A few years after the council, Arius and his most fervent followers 
were recalled from exile.** But Arius’ restoration was prevented by his sudden 
death. Their place in exile was taken by the leaders who supported the Nicene 
Creed. And while the Nicene creed was never officially repealed and con- 
demned, it was purposely forgotten and partly replaced by other formulas. 

It is very difficult to explain the origin of the strong opposition to the Nicene 
Council and the cause of the change in Constantine’s attitude. Perhaps among 
the many varied explanations, such as court influences, intimate family rela- 
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tions, and the like, attention should be called to this view: When Constantine 
first attempted to solve the Arian problem he was not acquainted with the 
religious situation in the East, where the prevailing sentiment was in favor 
of Arianism; the Emperor was educated in the West and influenced by his 
western leaders, such as Hosius, bishop of Cordova, and so he decided in 
favor of the Nicene Creed. This was in harmony with his views at the time 
but was not suitable to conditions in the East. When later Constantine realized 
that the Nicene decisions were contrary to the spirit of the church majority 
and conflicted with the desires of the masses in the East he assumed a more 
favorable attitude toward Arianism. During the last years of Constantine’s 
reign Arianism penetrated even to the court and became every year more 
firmly established in the eastern part of the Empire. Many of the partisans 
of the Nicene Creed were deprived of their sees and sent into exile. The history 
of Arian predominance during that period is still not sufficiently clear because 
of the unsatisfactory condition of the sources.** 

Constantine remained a pagan until the last year of his life. Only on his 
death bed was he baptized by Eusebius, bishop of Nicomedia, an Arian; but 
A. Spassky remarked that he died while directing that Athanasius, the 
famous opponent of Arius, be recalled.** Constantine made his sons Christian. 


The foundation of Constantinople 


The second event of primary importance during Constantine’s reign, next 
to the recognition of Christianity, was the foundation of a new capital on 
the European shore of the Bosphorus, at its entrance to the Propontis (Sea 


of Marmora), on the site of the former Megarian colony, Byzantium 


(Bulayriov). 
Long before Constantine the ancients had been fully aware of the strategic 


and commercial advantages of Byzantium, situated as it was on the border - 


of Asia and Europe, commanding the entrance to two seas, the Black and 
the Mediterranean. It was also close to the main sources of the glorious ancient 
cultures. Judging by the sources, in the first half of the seventh century B.c. 
the Megarians had founded a colony named Chalcedon, on the Asiatic shore 
of the southern end of the Bosphorus, opposite the site where Constantinople 
was built in later years. A few years after the founding of this colony another 
party of Megarians established a colony on the European shore of the south 
end of the Bosphorus, Byzantium, named for the chief of the Megarian ex- 
pedition, Byzas (BUas). The advantages of Byzantium over Chalcedon were 
well understood by the ancients. The Greek historian of the fifth century, 
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B.c., Herodotus (iv, 144) wrote that the Persian general, Megabazus, upon 
arriving at Byzantium, called the inhabitants of Chalcedon blind people, 
because, having a choice of sites for their city, they had chosen the worse 
of the two, disregarding the better site, where Byzantium was founded within 
a few years. Later literary tradition, including Strabo (vii, 6, c. 320) and the 
Roman historian, Tacitus (Amn. xii, 63), ascribes this statement of Megabazus, 
in a slightly modified form, to the Pythian Apollo who, in answer to the 
Megarian’s question as to where they should build the city, answered that 
they should settle opposite the land of the blind. Byzantium played an im- 
portant part during the epoch of the Greco-Persian Wars and the time of 
Philip of Macedon. The Greek historian of the second century B.c., Polybius, 
analyzed thoroughly the political and economic position of Byzantium. Recog- 
nizing the importance of trade relations between Greece and the cities along 
the Black Sea, he wrote that without the consent of the inhabitants of Byzan- 
tium not a single commercial vessel could enter or leave the Black Sea and 
that the Byzantians thus controlled all the indispensable products of the 
Pontus.*® 

After Rome ceased to be a republic the emperors more than once wanted 
“to transfer the capital from republican-minded Rome to the East. According 
to the Roman historian, Suetonius (I, 79), Julius Caesar intended to move 
from Rome to Alexandria or to Ilion (former Troy). In the first centuries of 
the Christian era the emperors often deserted Rome for long periods during 
their extensive military campaigns and journeys through the empire. At 
the end of the second century Byzantium received a heavy blow: Septimius 
Severus, upon defeating his rival, Pescennius Niger, who was supported by 
Byzantium, submitted the city to a terrible sack and almost complete de- 
struction. Meanwhile the East continued to attract the emperors. Diocletian 
(284-305) preferred to live in Asia Minor in the Bithynian city, Nicomedia, 
which he beautified with many magnificent new edifices. 

When Constantine decided to create a new capital, he did not choose 
Byzantium at once. For a while, at least, he considered Naissus (Nish) where 
he was born, Sardica (Sofia), and Thessalonica. His attention turned particu- 
larly to Troy, the city of Aeneas, who according to tradition, had come to 
Latium in Italy and laid the foundations for the Roman state. The Emperor 
set out personally to the famous place, where he himself defined the limits 
of the future city. The gates had already been constructed when, as Sozomen, 
the Christian writer of the fifth century, related, one night God visited Con- 
‘ stantine in a dream and induced him to look for a different site for his 
capital. After this Constantine’s choice fell definitely upon Byzantium. Even 
a century later travelers sailing near the shores of Troy could see the un- 
finished structures begun by Constantine.*’ 
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Byzantium, which had not yet fully recovered from the severe destruction 
caused by Septimius Severus, was at that time a mere village and occupied only 
part of the cape extending to the Sea of Marmora. In 324 a.p. Constantine 
decided upon the foundation of the new capital and in 325 the construction 
of the main buildings was begun.*® Christian legend tells that the Emperor, 
with spear in his hand, was outlining the boundaries of the city when his 
courtiers, astonished by the wide dimensions planned for the capital, asked 
him, “How long, our Lord, will you keep going?” He answered, “I shall 
keep on until he who walks ahead of me will stop.”*® This was meant to 
indicate that some divine power was leading him. Laborers and materials 
for the construction work were gathered from everywhere. Pagan monuments 
of Rome, Athens, Alexandria, Ephesus, and Antioch were used in beautifying 
the new capital. Forty thousand Goth soldiers, the so-called “foederati,’ 
participated in the construction of the new buildings. Many commercial and 
financial privileges were proclaimed for the new capital in order to attract a 
larger population. Toward the spring of 330 a.v. the work had progressed 
to such an extent that Constantine found it possible to dedicate the new 
capital officially. The dedication took place on May 11, 330 and was followed 
by celebrations and festivities which lasted for forty days. In this year Christian 
Constantinople was superimposed upon pagan Byzantium.”° 

Although it is difficult to estimate the size of the city in the time of 
Constantine, it is certain that it exceeded by far the extent of the former 
Byzantium. There are no precise figures for the population of Constantinople 
in the fourth century; a mere assumption is that it might have been more than 
200,000."? For protection against the enemy from the land, Constantine built 
a wall extending from the Golden Horn to the Sea of Marmora. 

In later years ancient Byzantium became the capital of a world empire and 
it was called the “City of Constantine” or Constantinople. The capital adopted 
the municipal system of Rome and was subdivided into fourteen districts or 
regions, two of which were outside the city walls. Of the monuments of Con- 
stantine’s time almost none have survived to the present day. However, the 
Church of St. Irene, which was rebuilt twice during the time of Justinian 


43 See J. Maurice, Les Origines de Constanti- 
nople, 289-92; L. Bréhier, “Constantin et la 
fondation de Constantinople,” Revue his- 
torique, CXIX (1915), 248; D. Lathoud, “La 
consécration et la dédicace de Constantinople,” 
Echos d’ Orient, XXIII (1924), 289-94. C. Em- 
ereau, “Notes sur les origines et la fondation 
de Constantinople,” Revue archéologique, 
XXI (1925), 1-25. E. Gerland, “Byzantion 
und die Griindung der Stadt Konstantinopel,” 
Byzantinisch-Neugriechische Jahrbucher, X 
(1933), 93-105. R. Janin, Constantinople By- 


zantine (Paris, 1950), 27-37. 

49 Philostorgii, Historia ecclesiastica, Il, 9: 
ed. J. Bidez, 20-21, and other sources. 

50N. Baynes, The Byzantine Empire, 18. 

51Stein, Geschichte des spatromischen 
Reiches, I, 196. Lot, La Fin du monde an- 
tique, 81. A. Andreades is inclined to admit 
from 700 to 800,000: “De la population de 
Constantinople sous les empereurs byzantins,” 
Metron, I (1920), 80. See also J. B. Bury, 4 
History of the Later Roman Empire (and ed., 
1931), I, 88. 


60 


the Great and Leo III, dates back to Constantine’s time and is still preserved. 
The famous small serpent column from Delphi (fifth century B.c.), erected 
in commemoration of the battle of Plataea, transferred by Constantine to 
the new capital, and placed by him in the Hippodrome, is still there today, 
although it is somewhat damaged. 

Constantine, with the insight of genius, appraised all the advantages of 
the position of the city, political as well as economic and cultural. Politically, 
Constantinople, or, as it was often called, the “New Rome,” had exceptional 
advantages for resisting external enemies. It was inaccessible from the sea; 
on land it was protected by walls. Economically, Constantinople controlled 
the entire trade of the Black Sea with the Aegean and the Mediterranean seas 
and was thus destined to become the commercial intermediary between 
Europe and Asia. Finally, in the matter of culture, Constantinople had the 
great advantage of being situated close to the most important centers of 
Hellenistic culture, which under Christian influence resulted in a new Chris- 
tian-Greco-Roman, or “Byzantine,” culture. Th. I. Uspensky wrote: 
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The choice of a site for the new capital, the construction of Constantinople, and 
the creation of a universal historical city is orle of the indefeasible achievements 
of the political and administrative genius of Constantine. Not in the edict of re- 
ligious toleration lies Constantine’s great service to the world: if not he, then his 
immediate successors would have been forced to grant to Christianity its victorious 
position, and the delay would have done no harm to Christianity. But by his timely 
transfer of the world-capital to Constantinople he saved the ancient culture and 
created a favorable setting for the spread of Christianity.°? 


Following the period of Constantine the Great, Constantinople became the 
political, religious, economic, and cultural center of the Empire.*® 


REFORMS OF DIOCLETIAN AND CONSTANTINE 


The reforms of Constantine and Diocletian were characterized by establish- 
ment of a strict centralization of power, introduction of a vast bureaucracy, 
and definite separation of civil and military power. These reforms were not 
new and unexpected. The Roman Empire began its trend toward centraliza- 
tion of power as early as the time of Augustus. Parallel with Roman absorption 
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of the new regions of the Hellenistic East, which developed through long 
centuries higher culture and older forms of government, especially in the 
provinces of Ptolemaic Egypt, there was a gradual borrowing from the living 
customs and Hellenistic ideals of these newly acquired lands. The distinguish- 
ing characteristic of the states built on the ruins of the empire of Alexander 
the Great of Macedon, Pergamon of the Attalids, Syria of the Seleucids, and 
Egypt of the Ptolemies, was the unlimited, deified power of the monarchs, 
manifested in particularly firm and definite forms in Egypt. To the Egyptian 
population Augustus, the conqueror of this territory, and his successors con- 
tinued to be the same unlimited deified monarchs as the Ptolemies had been 
before them. This was quite the opposite of the Roman conception of the 
power of the first princeps, which was an attempt to effect a compromise be- 
tween the republican institutions of Rome and the newly developing forms 
of governmental power. The political influences of the Hellenistic east, how- 
ever, gradually changed the original extent of the power of the Roman 
principes, who very soon showed their preference for the East and its con- 
ceptions of imperial power. Suetonius said of the emperor of the first century, 
Caligula, that he was ready to accept the imperial crown—the diadem;™ 
according to the sources, the emperor of the first half ofthe third century, 
Elagabalus, already wore the diadem in private;** and it is well known that 
the emperor of the second half of the third century, Aurelian, was the first 
one to wear the diadem publicly, while the inscriptions and coins call him 
“God” and “Lord” (Deus Aurelianus, Imperator Deus et Dominus Aure- 
lianus Augustus).°® It was Aurelian who established the autocratic form of 
government in the Roman Empire. 

The process of development of the imperial power, primarily on the basis 
of Ptolemaic Egypt and‘later under the influence of Sassanid Persia, was 
almost completed by the fourth century. Diocletian and Constantine desired 
to effect the definite organization of the monarchy and for this purpose they 
simply replaced the Roman institutions with the customs and practices which 
predominated in the Hellenistic East and were already known in Rome, es- 
pecially after the time of Aurelian. 

The times of trouble and military anarchy of the third century greatly 
disturbed and disintegrated the internal organization of the empire. For a 
while Aurelian re-established its unity and for this achievement contemporary 
documents and inscriptions bestow upon him the name of the “restorer of the 
Empire” (Restitutor Orbis). But after his death a period of unrest followed. 


54 Caligula, 22: nec multum afuit quin sta- 23, 5: quo (diademate gemmato) et usus est 
tim diadema sumeret. dom}. 
5 Tampridius, Antonini Heliogabali Vita, 56 |. Homo, Essai sur le régne de l'empereur 
Aurelten, 191-93. 
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It was then that Diocletian set himself the goal of directing the entire state 
organism along a normal and orderly path. As a matter of fact, however, he 
simply accomplished a great administrative reform. Nevertheless, both Dio- 
cletian and Constantine introduced administrative changes of such extreme 
importance to the internal organization of the Empire that they may be con- 
sidered to be the true founders of a new type of monarchy created under the 


_© strong influence of the East. 


\ 


~ 


Diocletian, who spent much of his time in Nicomedia and was on the whole 
favorably inclined toward the East, adopted many characteristics of the 
eastern monarchies. He was a true autocrat, an emperor-god who wore the 
imperial diadem. Oriental luxury and the complex ceremonial were intro- 
duced at his court. His subjects, when granted an audience, had to fall on 
their knees before they dared to lift their eyes to view their sovereign. Every- 
thing concerning the Emperor was considered sacred—his words, his court, 
his treasury; he himself was a sacred person. His court, which Constantine 
later transferred to Constantinople, absorbed large sums of money and became 
the center of numerous plots and intrigues which caused very serious com- 
plications in the later periods of Byzantine life. Thus autocracy in a form 
closely related to Oriental despotism was definitely established by Diocletian 
and became one of the distinguishing marks of government structure in the 
Byzantine Empire. 

In order to systematize the administration of the vast Empire, which in- 
cluded many races, Diocletian introduced the system of tetrarchy, “of the 

r of four persons.” [The administrative power was divided between two 


. “ . . . 
_..* Augusti, who had equal plenipotence. One of them was to live in the eastern, 


and the other in the western, part of the Empire; but both had to work in the 
interests of one Roman state. The Empire remained undivided; the appoint- 
ment of two Augusti, however, indicated that the government recognized 
even in those days that a difference existed between the Greek East and the 
Latin West, and that the administration of both could not be entrusted to the 
same person. Each Augustus was to be assisted by a Caesar, who, in case of 
the death or retirement of the Augustus, became the Augustus and selected 
a new Caesar. This created a sort of artificial dynastic system which was sup- 
posed to do away with the conflicts and conspiracies originating in the am- 
bitions of various competitors. This system was also meant to deprive the 
legions of their decisive influence at the time of the election of a new emperor. 
The first two Augusti were Diocletian and Maximian, and their Caesars were 
Galerius and Constantius Chlorus, the father of Constantine the Great. 
Diocletian retained his Asiatic provinces and Egypt, with headquarters at 
Nicomedia; Maximian kept Italy, Africa, and Spain, with headquarters at 
Mediolanum (Milan); Galerius kept the Balkan peninsula and the adjoining 
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Danubian provinces, with a center at Sirmium on the River Save (near present 
Mitrovitz) ; and Constantius Chlorus kept Gaul and Britain, with centers at 
Augusta Trevirorum (Trier, Treves) and Eburacum (York). All four rulers 
were considered as rulers of a single empire, and all government decrees were 
issued in the name of all four. Although theoretically the two Augusti were 
equal in their power, Diocletian, as an emperor, had a decided advantage. 
The Caesars were subjects of the Augusti. After a certain period of time the 
Augusti had to lay down their titles and transfer them to the Caesars. In 
fact Diocletian and Maximian did lay down their titles in 305 and retired 
to private life. Galerius and Constantius Chlorus became the Augusti. But 
the troubles which followed put an end to the artificial system of tetrarchy, 
which had already ceased to exist at the beginning of the fourth century. | 
Great changes in the provincial government were introduced by Diocletian. \/ 
During his reign the distinction between senatorial and imperial provinces 
disappeared; all provinces were dependent directly upon the emperor. 
Formerly, the provinces being comparatively few and territorially very large, 
their governors had enormous power in their hands. This condition had 
created many dangerous situations for the central government; revolts were 
frequent and the governors of these large provinces, supported by their 
legions, were often serious pretenders to the imperial throne. Diocletian, 7 
wishing to do away with the political menace of the large provinces, decided 
to divide them into smaller units. The fifty-seven provinces in existence at 
the time of his ascension were divided into ninety-six new ones, perhaps more. 
Moreover, these provinces were placed under governors whose powers were 
purely civil. The exact number of smaller provinces created by Diocletian is 
not known because of the unsatisfactory information given by the sources. 
The main source on the provincial structure of the Empire at this time is the 
so-called Notitia dignitatum, an official list of court, civil, and military offices, 
which contains also a list of provinces. According to scholarly investigations, 
this undated document refers to the first half of the fifth century and hence 
includes the changes in provincial government introduced by the successors 
of Diocletian. The Notitia dignitatum numbers 120 provinces. Other lists, 
also of doubtful but earlier dates, give a smaller number of provinces.°” Under 
Diocletian also a certain number of small new neighboring provinces were 
grouped together in a unit called a diocese under the control of an official 
whose powers were likewise purely civil. There were thirteen dioceses. In 
their extent the dioceses resembled the old provinces. Finally, in the course 
of the fourth century the dioceses in turn were grouped into four (at times 
57 Between 426 and 437. See J.B. Bury, “The List of Verona,” Journal of Roman Studies, 
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three) vast units (prefectures) under praetorian prefects, the most important 
officials of that time. Since Constantine had shorn them of their military 
functions, they stood at the head of the whole civil administration and con- 
trolled both the diocesan and the provincial governors. Toward the end of 
the fourth century the Empire, for purposes of civil government, was divided 
into four great sections (prefectures): (1) Gaul, including Britain, Gaul, 
Spain, andthe northwestern corner of Africa; (2) Italy, including Africa, 
Italy, the provinces between the Alps and the Danube, and the northwestern 
portion of the Balkan peninsula; (3) I/lyricum, the smallest of the prefec- 
tures, which embraced the provinces of Dacia, Macedonia, and Greece;** and 
(4) the East, comprising the Asiatic territory, as well as Thrace in Europe 
in the north and Egypt in the south. 

Many details of Diocletian’s reforms are not yet available because of the 
lack of adequate sources on the subject. It should be stressed, however, that 
in order to secure his power still more against possible provincial complica- 
tions, Diocletian strictly separated military authority from civil authority; 
from his time onward the provincial governors had only judicial and ad- 
ministrative functions. The provincial reforms of Diocletian affected Italy 
in particular; from the leading district she was transformed into a mere 
province. The administrative reforms resulted in the creation of a large num- 
ber of new officials and a complex bureaucratic system with strict subjection 
of the lower officials to the higher. Constantine the Great further developed 
and enlarged in some respects the reorganization of the Empire begun by 
Diocletian. 

Thus the chief features of Diocletian’s and Constantine’s reforms were the 
definite establishment of absolute monarchical power and a strict separation 
of military and civil functions, which led to the creation of a large and com- 
plex bureaucracy. During the Byzantine period the first feature was preserved ; 
the second experienced a great change because of a constant tendency to con- 
centrate military and civil authority in the same hands. The numerous offices 
and titles were retained in the Byzantine Empire. This bureaucratic system 
survived to the last years of the Empire, but many changes took place in the 
nature of the functions and the names of the dignitaries. Most of the titles 
were changed from Latin to Greek; many ofhces degenerated into mere 


“3 On the complicated history of /llyricum 
at the close of the fourth century when ZJ//yri- 
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tura practoris Italiae et Africae, see E. Stein, 
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fur Philologie, N.S. LXXIV (1925), 347-54. 
See also the map in Stein, Geschichte des spa- 
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utles or ranks; and a number of new offices and dignities were created during 
subsequent periods. 

A very important factor in the history of the Empire in the fourth century 
was the gradual immigration of the barbarians, that is, the Germans rad 
A detailed examination of this question appears after the discussion of gen- 
eral conditions in the fourth century. 

Constantine the Great died in 337 a.p. He has met with rare and deep ap- 
preciation from many different points of view. The Roman senate, according 
to the historian of the fourth century, Eutropius, enrolled Constantine among 
the gods;°” history has named him “the Great”; and the church has pro- 
claimed him a saint and equal of the Apostles (Isoapostolic). Modern his- 
torians have likened him to Peter of Russia®° and Napoleon.** 

Eusebius of Caesarea wrote his “Panegyric of Constantine” to glorify the 
triumph of Christianity in putting an end to the creations of Satan, the false 
gods, and destroying the pagan states: 


One God was proclaimed to all mankind. At the same time one universal power, 
the Roman Empire, arose and flourished. At the selfsame period, by the express 
appointment of the same God, two roots of blessing, the Roman Empire and the 
doctrine of Christian piety, sprang up together for the benefit of men. . . . Two 
mighty powers starting from the same point, the Roman Empire swayed by a 
single sovereign and the Christian religion, subdued and reconciled all these con- 
tending elements.°? 


EMPERORS AND SOCIETY FROM CONSTANTINE THE GREAT TO 
THE EARLY SIXTH CENTURY 


L- 

After the death of Constantine his three sons, Cénantine Constantius, 
and Constans, all assumed the title of Augustus and divided among them- 
selves the rule of the Empire. A struggle soon broke out among the three 
rulers, during which two of the brothers were killed, Constantine in the year 
340 and Constans ten years later. Constantius thus became the sole master ~~ 
of the Empire and ruled until the year 361. He was childless, and after the 
death of his brothers he was greatly troubled by the question of a successor 
to the throne. His policy of extinguishing all the members of his family spared 
only two cousins, Gallus and Julian, whom he kept away from the capital. 

59 Breviarium historiae Romanae, X, 8. XXXVI _ (1930-31), 270: “By a comparison 

60 4 Dictionary of Christian Biography, which is justified on account of his military 
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with Napoleon.” Cf. Duruy, Histoire des Ro- 62 De laudibus Constantini, XVI, 3-5; ed. 
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Anxious, however, to secure the throne for his dynasty, he made Gallus Caesar. 
But the latter incurred the Emperor’s suspicions and was assassinated in the 
year 354. 

Such was the state of affairs when the brother of Gallus, Julian, was called 
to the court of Constantius, where he was appointed to the position of Caesar 
(355) and married Helena, a sister of Constantius. The short reign (361-63) 
of Julian, whose death ended the dynasty of Constantine the Great, was 
followed by the equally short rule of his successor, the former commander 
of the court guards, Jovian (363-64), who was elected Augustus by the 
army. After his death the new choice fell on Valentinian I (364-75) who, 
immediately after his own election, was forced by the demands of his soldiers 
to appoint his brother, Valens, as Augustus and co-ruler (364-78). Valentinian 
ruled the western part of the Empire and entrusted the eastern half to Valens. 
Valentinian was succeeded in the west by his son Gratian (375-83), while 
at the same time the army proclaimed as Augustus Valentinian II (375-92), 
the four-year-old stepbrother of Gratian. Following the death of Valens (378), 
Gratian appointed Theodosius to the high position of Augustus and com- 
missioned him, to rule over the eastern half of the Empire and a large part 
of Illyricum.¥Theodosius, originally from the far West (Spain), was the 
first emperor of the dynasty which occupied the throne until the death of 
Theodosius the Younger in 450 A.D. 

After the death of Theodosius his sons Arcadius and Honorius divided the 
rule of the Empire; Arcadius ruled in the east and Honorius in the west. 
As in previous instances in the fourth century under the joint rule of Valens 
and Valentinian I, or of Theodosius, Gratian, and Valentinian II, when the 
division of power did not destroy the unity of the Empire, so under Arcadius 
and Honorius that unity was maintained: there were two rulers of one state. 
Contemporaries viewed the situation precisely in this light. The historian 
of the fifth century, Orosius, the author of the History Against the Pagans, 
wrote: “Arcadius and Honorius began to keep the common empire, having 
only divided their seats.”°* 

Among the emperors who reigned in the eastern part of the Empire during 
the period 395-518, the first were from the lineage of Theodosius the Great: 
his son Arcadius (395-408), who married Eudoxia, the daughter of a German 
(Frankish) chief; and the son of Arcadius, Theodosius the Younger (408-50), 
whose wife Athenais was the daughter of an Athenian philosopher and was 
named Eudocia when she was baptized. After the death of Theodosius II his 
sister Pulcheria married Marcian of Thrace, who became emperor (450-57). 
Thus in 450 a.v. ended the male line of the Spanish dynasty of Theodosius. 
Following Marcian’s death Leo I (457-74), born in Thrace or “Dacia in 
Illyricum,” i.e. in the prefecture of Illyricum, a military tribune, was chosen 
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emperor. Ariadne, the daughter of Leo I, who was married to the Isaurian 
Zeno, had a son Leo, who, after the death of his grandfather, became emperor 
(474) at the age of six. He died a few months later, after he had succeeded 
iN appointing as co-emperor his father, Zeno, of the wild tribe of Isaurians, 
dwellers of the Taurus Mountains in Asia Minor. This Leo is known in 
history as Leo II the Younger. His father, Zeno, reigned from 474 to 491. 
When Zeno died his wife, Ariadne, married a silentiary,°* the aged Anastasius, 
originally from Dyrrachium (Durazzo) in Illyria (present-day Albania). 
He was proclaimed emperor in 491 and ruled as Anastasius I until 518. 

This list of emperors indicates that from the death of Constantine the 
Great until 518 a.v. the throne at Constantinople was occupied first by the 
Dardanian dynasty of Constantine, or rather the dynasty of his father, who 
probably belonged to some Romanized barbarian tribe of the Balkan penin- 
sula; then by a number of Romans—Jovian and the family of Valentinian I; 
then by three members of the Spanish dynasty of Theodosius, followed by 
occasional emperors belonging to various tribes: Thracians, one Isaurian, and 
an Illyrian (perhaps an Albanian). During this entire period the throne 
was never occupied by a Greek. 


Constantius (337-61) 


The sons of Constantine ruled the Empire jointly after the death of their 
father. The hostility among the three brothers who had divided the rule of 
the Empire was further complicated by the hard struggle with the Persians 
and Germans which the Empire had to face at that time. The brothers were 
kept asunder not only by political differences, but by religious ones as well. 
While Constantine and Constans were adherents of the Nicene Creed, Con- 
stantius, continuing the development of the religious policy of the last years 
of his father’s life, openly sided with the Arians. During the ensuing civil 
strife Constantine, and a few years later Constans, were slain. ‘ko 
became the sole ruler of the Empire. 

As an ardent adherent of Arianism, Constantius carried out a persistent 
Arian policy against paganism. One of the decrees of Constantius proclaimed: 
“Let there be an end to all superstition, and let the insanity of sacrifices be 
rooted out.”** But the pagan temples outside the city walls still remained 
inviolable for the time being. A few years later a decree ordered the temples 
closed, forbade entrance to them, and prohibited the offering of sacrifices in 
all localities and cities of the Empire under the threat of death and confisca- 
tion of property. Still another edict stated that the penalty of death would be 
incurred by anyone who offered sacrifices or worshiped the gods.°* When 
Constantius, wishing to celebrate the twentieth anniversary of his reign, 
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arrived for the first time at Rome, he inspected the numerous monuments 
under the guidance of the senators, who were still pagans, and ordered that 

e Altar of Victory, personifying for paganism all the former greatness of 
Rome, be removed from the Senate This act made a very deep impression 
on the pagans, for they sensed that the last days of their existence were ap- 
proaching. Under Constantius the immunities of the clergy were broadened ; 
bishops were exempted from civil trial. 

In spite of the harsh measures directed against paganism, it not only con- 
tinued to exist side by side with Christianity, but at times it even found some 
protection from the government. Thus Constantius did not disperse the 
vestals and priests in Rome, and in one of his edicts he even ordered the 
election of a priest (sacerdos) for Africa. Until the end of his life Constantius 
bore the title of Pontifex Maximus. (On the whole, however, paganism ex- 
perienced a number of setbacks during his reign, while Christianity in its 
Arian interpretation advanced. _} 

The persistent Arian policy of Constantius led to serious friction between 
him and the Nicaeans. Particularly persistent was he in his struggle with the 
famous leader of the Nicaeans, Athanasius of Alexandria. Constantius died 
in 361, and neither the Nicaeans nor the pagans could sincerely mourn the 
death of their emperor. The pagans rejoiced because the throne was to be 
occupied by Julian, an open adherent of paganism. The feelings of the Chris- 
tian party in the matter of Constantius’ death was expressed in the words of 
St. Jerome: “Our Lord awakes, he commands the tempest; the beast dies and 
tranquillity is restored.”°’ Constantius died during the Persian campaign 
in Cilicia, but his body was transported to Constantinople. His pompous 
funeral took place in the presence of the new Emperor Julian in the Church 
of the Apostles, supposedly erected by Constantine the Great.°“* The Senate 
enrolled the deceased emperor among the gods. 


Julian the Apostate (361-63) 


The name of Julian, the successor of Constantius, is closely connected with 
the last attempt to restore paganism in the Empire. Julian was an extremely 
interesting personality, who for a long time has attracted the attention of 
scholars and writers. The literature about him is very extensive. The writings 
of Julian himself, which have been preserved, give abundant material for 
judging his philosophy and actions. The chief aim of investigators in this 
field has been to understand and interpret this enthusiastic “Hellen” so firmly 
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convinced of the righteousness and success of his undertaking, the man who 


in the second half of the fourth century set out to restore-emd-revive paganism 
and make it the basis of the religious-hfe-oftheEm pire. 


Julian lost his parents at a very early age: his mother died a few months 
after his birth, his father died when he was only six years old. He received 
a very good education. His most influential tutor and general guide was 
Mardonius, a scholar of Greek literature and philosophy, who had taught 
Homer and Hesiod to Julian’s mother. While Mardonius acquainted Julian 
with the masterpieces of classical literature, a Christian clergyman, probably 
Eusebius, bishop of Nicomedia and later of Constantinople, a convinced 
Arian, introduced him to the study of the Holy Scriptures. Thus, according to 
one historian,®® Julian received two different kinds of education which lodged 
in him side by side without affecting each other. Julian was baptized in his 
early youth. In later years he recalled this event as a nightmare which he 
must try to forget. 

The early years of Julian’s life were spent in great fear and anxiety. Con- 
stantius, regarding him as a possible rival and suspecting him of having de- 
signs on the throne, sometimes kept him in provinces far from the capital 
as a kind of exile and sometimes called him to the capital in order to keep him 
under observation. Conscious of all the facts about the massacre of many mem- 
bers of his family who had been slain by the order of Constantius, Julian 
feared death constantly. Constantius forced him to spend a few years in Cappa- 
docia, where he continued the study of ancient writers under the guidance of 
Mardonius, who accompanied him, and where he also became well acquainted 
with the Bible and the Gospels. Later Constantius transferred Julian first to 
Constantinople and then to Nicomedia, where he continued his studies and 
first exhibited his serious leanings toward paganism. 

The greatest rhetorician of that period, Libanius, was lecturing in Nico- 
media at that time. He was the true leader of Hellenism, who refused to study 
Latin, regarding it with disdain. He despised Christianity and attributed the 
solution of all problems to Hellenism. His enthusiasm for paganism knew 
no bounds. His lectures were exceedingly popular at Nicomedia. When Con- 
stantius decided to send Julian there, he foresaw perhaps what ineffaceable 
impression the enthusiastic lectures of Libanius might make upon the mind of 
the young student, and he forbade Julian to attend the lectures of the famous 
rhetorician. Julian did not formally disobey this imperial command, but he 
studied the writings of Libanius, discussed the lectures of the inspiring teacher 
with people who had heard them, and adopted the style and mode of his 
writings to such an extent that he was afterwards spoken of as a pupil of 
Libanius. It was also at Nicomedia that Julian studied with enthusiasm the 
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occult neo-Platonic teachings, which at that time aimed to penetrate the 
future through calling out, by means of certain conjuring formulas, not only 
ordinary dead people but even the gods (theurgy). The learned philosopher 
Maximus of Ephesus greatly influenced Julian on this subject. 

After surviving the dangerous period of the death of his brother Gallus, 
slain by the orders of Constantius, Julian was called to the court at Milan for 
acquittal and then exiled to Athens. This city, famous for its great past, was 
no more than a quiet provincial town where the famous pagan school stood 
as a reminder of the former glorious days. Julian’s stay at Athens was full of 
deep interest. In later life in one of his letters he “recalled with great pleasure 
the Attic discourses . . . the gardens and suburbs of Athens and its myrtles, 
and the humble home of Socrates.”** Many historians claim that it was during 
this stay in Athens that Julian was initiated by an Eleusinian hierophant into 
the ancient mysteries of Eleusis. This, according to Boissier, was a sort of 
baptism of a newly converted soul.”° Some scholars, however, have expressed 
doubt about the Eleusinian conversion of Julian.”! 

In 355 Constantius appointed Julian to the position of Caesar, married him 
to his sister, Helena, and sent him as head of the army to Gaul to aid in the 
long and arduous campaign against the advancing Germans, who were dev- 
astating the land, ravaging the cities, and slaying the population. Julian 
handled the difficult task of saving Gaul very successfully and defeated the 
Germans near Argentoratum (later Strassburg). Julian’s main seat in Gaul 
was in Lutetia (Lutetia Parisiorum, later Paris). At that time it was a small 
city on an island of the Seine, which still bears the name La Cité (Latin aw- 
tas), a city which was connected with both banks of the river by means of 
wooden bridges. On the left side of the Seine, already occupied by many 
houses and gardens, was the palace erected probably by Constantius Chlorus; 
the remains of it may still be seen near the Cluny Museum in Paris. Julian 
chose this palace as his residence. He was fond of Lutetia, and in one of his 
later works he recalled wintering in his “beloved Lutetia.”*? 

Julian was successful in driving the Germans across the Rhine. “Three 
times, while I was still Caesar,” he wrote, “I crossed the Rhine; twenty thou- 
sand persons who were held as captives on the farther side of the Rhine I 
demanded and received back. . . . I have now with the help of the gods 
recovered all the towns, and by that time I had already recovered almost 
forty.”*? Among his soldiers Julian inspired great love and admiration. 
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Constantius regarded the success of Julian with suspicion and.envy. While 
undertaking the Persian campaign he demanded that Julian send him a re- 
inforcement of legions from Gaul. The Gallic_soldiers-revolted against this 
demand and, lifting Julian upon a shield, they proclaimed him Augustus. The 
new Augustus demanded that Constantius recognize the fait accompli, but 
Constantius refused to do so. A civil war seemed to be unavoidable. But just 
at this time Constantius died. In the year 361 Julian was recognized as Em- 
peror throughout the Empire. The adherents and favorites of Constantius 
were condemned to harsh punishments and persecution instigated by the 
new Emperor. 

Julian for a long time had been an enthusiastic adherent of paganism, but 
he was forced to hide his religious convictions until the death of Constantius. 
Upon becoming the full master of the Empire, he set out to realize his sacred 
dream of restoring his favorite religion. During the first weeks following his 
ascent to the throne, Julian issued an edict in connection with his cherished 
plan. The historian Ammianus Marcellinus described this period: 


Although from his earliest childhood, Julian inclined to the worship of the gods, 
and gradually, as he grew up, became more attached to it, yet he was influenced 
by many apprehensions which made him act in things relating to that subject as 
secretly as he could. But when his fears were terminated, and he found himself at 
liberty to do what he pleased, he then showed his secret inclinations, and by plain 
and positive decree ordered the temples to be opened, and victims to be brought 
to the altars for the worship of the gods."4 


This edict was not unexpected, for everyone knew of Julian’s leaning toward 
paganism. The joy of the pagans knew no bounds; to them the restoration 
of paganism meant not only religious freedom but religious victory as well. 

At the time of Julian’s accession there was not a single pagan temple in 
Constantinople itself, and since it was impossible to erect temples in a short 
period of time, it is very likely that Julian performed his solemn offering of 
sacrifices in the main basilica, originally intended for promenades and con- 
ferences and decorated since the time of Constantine the Great by the statue 
of Fortuna. According to the church historian Sozomen, the following in- 
cident took place in the basilica: An aged blind man led by a child approached 
the Emperor and publicly called him an irreligious man, an atheist, and 
an apostate. Julian answered to this: “Thou art blind, and the Galilean, thy 
God, will not cure thee.” The aged man answered, “I thank God for my 
blindness, since it prevents me from beholding thy impiety.” Julian passed 
by this daring remark without any comment and continued the offering of 
sacrifices.”® 

In proposing to revive paganism Julian was fully aware that it was im- 
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possible to restore it in its former purely material ferm; it was necessary to 
reform and improve paganism in many respects in order to create an or- 
ganization capable of combating the Christian church. For this purpose the 
Emperor decided to borrow many elements from the Christian organization, 
with which he was well acquainted. He organized the pagan priesthood along 
the principles of the hierarchy of the Christian church; the interiors of 
pagan temples were arranged according to the examples set by Christian 
temples; the pagans were to conduct discourses and read about the mysteries 
of Hellenic wisdom (this compared with the Christian sermons) ; singing was 
introduced into pagan services; an irreproachable mode of living was de- 
manded of priests; orders were threatened with excommunication and pen- 
ance. In other words, in order to revive and adapt the restored paganism, 
Julian turned to a source which he despised deeply. 

The number of beasts sacrificed on the altars of the gods was so great that 
it called forth doubt and a certain amount of jest even among the pagans. 
The Emperor himself took an active part in the offering of sacrifices and did 
not abhor even the lowest menial labor connected with these performances. 
According to Libanius, he ran around the altar, kindled the fire, handled the 
knife, slaughtered the birds, and knew all about their entrails.”* In connec- 
tion with the unusually large number of animals used for sacrifices, the 
epigram once directed toward another emperor, the philosopher Marcus Au- 
relius, became current again: “The white cattle to Marcus Caesar, greeting! 
If you conquer there is an end of us.””” 

This apparent triumph of paganism was bound to affect strongly the posi- 
tion of the Christians in the Empire. At first it seemed that no serious menace 
was threatening Christianity. Julian invited the dissenting leaders of various 
religious parties and their congregations to the palace and announced that 
now, civil strifes having been ended, every man could follow his chosen 
religion without any impediment or fear. Thus a proclamation of religious 
tolerance was one of the first acts of Julian’s independent rule. Sometimes the 
Christians would begin their disputes in the presence of Julian, and then the 
Emperor would say, in the words of Marcus Aurelius, “Listen to me, to 
whom the Alemanni and Franks have listened.””® Soon after Julian’s accession 
an edict recalled from exile all the bishops banished during the reign of 
Constantius, no matter what their religious convictions, and returned to them 
their confiscated property. 

Because these religious leaders recalled from exile belonged to different 
religious parties and were irreconcilable in their opinions, they could not 
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live peacefully side by side and soon became involved in very serious disputes. 
Apparently Julian had counted on just such a development. Although seem- 
ingly he granted religious freedom to all, Julian was well acquainted with the 
psychology of the Christians and felt certain that discord would follow im- 
mediately; a disunited Christian church-could-netbe_a serious menace to 
paganism. At the same time Julian offered great privileges to those who 
would consent to renounce Christianity. There were many cases of such 
apostasy. St. Jerome called this policy of Julian “a gentle persecution, which 
attracted rather than forced people to join in the offering of sacrifices.””® 

Meanwhile, Christians were being gradu oved from civil and 
military posts and their places were being taken by pagans. The famous 
labarum of Constantine, which served as the standard in the army, was abol- 
ished, and the shining crosses on the soldiers’ shields were replaced with 
pagan emblems. 

But the act which dealt Christianity the most_paintu) blow was Julian’s 
school reform. The first edict concerned the appointment of professors in 
the leading cities of the Empire. The candidates were to be elected by the 
cities, but each choice was to be submitted to the Emperor for approval. The 
latter could thus refuse to sanction the election of any professor he disliked. 
Formerly the appointment of professors had been within the jurisdiction of 
the city. Suill more important was a second decree, preserved in the letters 
of Julian. It stated that “all who profess to teach anything whatever must be 
men of upright character and must not harbor in their souls opinions ir- 
reconcilable with the spirit of the state.”®° By “the spirit of the state” this 
decree meant the paganistic tendencies of the Emperor himself. In this order 
Julian declared it absurd that men who expounded the works of Homer, 
Hesiod, Demosthenes, Herodotus, and other classical writers should dishonor 
the gods whom these writers honored: 

I give them this choice, either not to teach what they do not think admirable, or, 
if they wish to teach, let them first really persuade their pupils that neither Homer 
nor Hesiod nor any of these writers whom they expound and have declared to be 
guilty of impiety, folly, and error in regard to the gods, is such as they declare. For 
since they make a livelihood and receive pay from the works of these writers, they 
thereby confess that they are most shamefully greedy of gain, and that, for the sake 
of a few drachmae, they would put up with anything. It is true that, until now, 
there were many excused for not attending the temples, and the terror that 
threatened on all sides absolved men for concealing the truest beliefs about the gods. 
But since the gods have granted us liberty, it seems to me absurd that men should 
teach what they do not believe to be sound. But if they believe that those whose in- 


lerpreters they are and for whom they sit, so to speak, in the seat of the prophets, 
were wise men, let them be the first to emulate their piety toward the gods. If, how- 
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ever, they think that those writers were in error with respect to the most honored 
gods, let them betake themselves to the churches of the Galilaeans to expound Mat- 
thew and Luke. ... Such is the general ordinance for religious and secular 
teachers. . . . Though indeed it might be proper to cure these, even against their 
will, as one cures the insane, except that we concede indulgence to all for this sort 
of disease. For we ought, I think, to teach, but not punish, the demented.®? 


Ammuianus Marcellinus, a friend of Julian and his companion in military 
campaigns, explained briefly this edict: “[Julian] forbade the Christian mas- 
ters of rhetorical grammar to teach unless they came over to the worship of 
the gods,”*? in other words, unless they became pagans. On the basis of ref- 
erences made by some of the Christian writers of that time, some people 
suppose that Julian issued a second decree forbidding Christians not only to 
teach but even to study in the public schools. St. Augustine wrote: “And 
did not Julian, who forbade the Christians to teach and study the liberal 
arts (liberales litteras), persecute the church?”®® But the text of the second 
decree has not been preserved; it is possible that such a decree was never 
issued, especially since the first decree forbidding the Christians to teach in- 
directly involved the restriction upon study. After the publication of the 
teaching edict the Christians could send their children only to grammar and 
rhetorical schools with pagan teaching, and from that the majority of Chris- 
tians abstained because they feared that within one or two generations of 
pagan instruction Christian youth might return to paganism. On the other 
hand, if Christians were not to receive a general education, they were bound to 
become the intellectual inferiors of the pagans. Thus Julian’s decree, even if 
there was only one, was of extreme significance to the Christians, since it 
greatly endangered the future of Christianity. Gibbon quite justly remarked: 
“The Christians were directly forbidden to teach; they were also indirectly 
forbidden to study, since they could not [morally] attend pagan schools.”** 

An overwhelmingly large majority of the Christian rhetoricians and gram- 
marians preferred to abandon their profession rather than turn back to pagan- 
ism. Even among the pagans the attitude toward Julian’s edict varied. The 
pagan writer Ammianus Marcellinus wrote concerning this: “But Julian’s 
forbidding masters of rhetoric and grammar to instruct Christians was a 
cruel action, and one deserving to be buried in everlasting silence.” 

It is interesting to note how the Christians reacted to this edict. Some of 
them naively rejoiced that the Emperor made it more difficult for the faithful 
ones to study the pagan writers. In order to replace the forbidden pagan 
literature, the Christian writers of that period, especially Apollinarius the 
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Elder and Apollinarius the Younger, father and son, proposed to create for 
use in the school, a new literature of their own. With this aim in view, they 
translated the Psalms into forms similar to the odes of Pindar; the Pentateuch 
of Moses they rendered into hexameter; the Gospels were rewritten in the 
style of Plato’s dialogues. Of this sudden literature, which could not possess 
any genuine artistic qualities, nothing has survived. It disappeared immedi- 
ately after Julian’s death, when his decree lost its significance. 

In the summer of 362 Julian undertook a journey through the eastern 
provinces and stopped at Antioch, where the population, according to Julian 
himself, “have chosen atheism,”®* that is, Christianity. The predominance of 
Christians explains why in the triumphal official reception accorded the 
Emperor at Antioch there was felt, and at times manifested, a certain coldness 
and even hatred. Julian’s stay at Antioch is very significant, because it con- 
vinced him of the difficulty, and_even impossibility, of restoring paganism. 
The Syrian capital remained completely unmoved by the religious sympathies 
of the visiting Emperor. Julian told the story of his visit in his satirical work, 
Misopogon, or Beardhater.®" During an important pagan holiday he expected 
to see at the temple of Apollo, in the Antioch suburb of Daphne, a large 
crowd of people, beasts for sacrifice, libations, incense, and other attributes of 
a pagan festival. Upon entering the temple, he found, to his great astonish- 
ment, only one priest with a single goose for sacrifice. In Julian’s version: 


In the tenth month, according to your reckoning—Loos, I think you call it— 
there is a festival founded by your forefathers in honor of this god [Helios, Sun 
God, Apollo], and it was your duty to be zealous in visiting Daphne. Accordingly, 
I hastened thither from the temple of Zeus Kasios, thinking that at Daphne, if any- 
where, I should enjoy the sight of your wealth and public spirit. And I imagined 
in my own mind the sort of procession it would be, like a man seeing visions in a 
dream, beasts for sacrifice, libations, choruses in honor of the god, incense, and 
the youths of your city there surrounding the shrine, their souls adorned with all 
holiness and themselves attired in white and splendid raiment. But when I en- 
tered the shrine I found there no incense, not so much as a cake, not a single beast 
for sacrifice. For the moment I was amazed and thought that I was still outside 
the shrine and that you were waiting the signal from me, doing me that honor be- 
cause I am supreme pontiff. But when I began to inquire what sacrifice the city 
intended to offer to celebrate the annual festival in honor of the god, the priest 
answered, “I have brought with me from my own house a goose’as an offering to 
the god, but the city this time has made no preparations.”®° 


Thus Antioch failed to respond to this festival occasion. Similar occurrences 
provoked Julian’s hatred against the Christians. His irritation grew still 
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stronger when a sudden fire broke out in the temple of Daphne. Naturally 
the Christians were suspected of setting the temple on fire. Greatly provoked 
by this calamity, Julian ordered that the Christians should be punished by the 
closing of the main church of Antioch, which was immediately robbed of its 
treasures and subjected to sacrilege. This example was followed by many 
other cities. Conditions were becoming very grave. The Christians in their 
turn destroyed images of the gods. Some of the Christian leaders suffered 
martyrdom. Complete anarchy menaced the Empire. 

In the spring of 363 Julian left Antioch and started out on his Persian 
campaign, during which he was mortally wounded by a spear. He died shortly 
after being transported to his tent. No one knew exactly who struck the 
fatal blow, and later many versions of this incident became current. Among 
them, of course, was the version that the Emperor was killed by the Christians. 
Christian historians, however, relate the well-known legend “that the Em- 
peror threw a handful of his own blood [from his wound] into the air and 
exclaimed, “Thou hast conquered, Oh, Galilaean!’ ”*° 

His army generals and close friends gathered about the dying Emperor in 
his tent and Julian addressed to them his farewell message. This speech is 
preserved in the writings of Ammianus Marcellinus (xxv, 3, 15-20). While 
anticipating his death with philosophical calmness, the Emperor presented 
a defense of his life and actions, and, feeling that his strength was ebbing, 
he expressed the hope that a good sovereign might be found to take his place. 
However, he did not name any successor. Noticing that all around him were 
weeping, he reproved them with still undiminished authority, saying that it 
was humiliating to mourn for an emperor who was just united to heaven 
and the stars. He died at midnight, on June 26, in the year 363, at the age of 
thirty-two. The famous rhetorician Libanius compared the death of Julian 
to the death of Socrates.*° 

The army proclaimed as emperor the head of the court guards, Jovian, a 
Christian of the Nicene Creed. Forced by the king of Persia, Jovian had to 
sign a peace treaty according ta which Persia obtained several provinces on 
the eastern bank of the Tigris. The death of Julian was greeted with joy 
by the Christians. Christian writers named the Emperor “dragon,” “Nebu- 
chadnezzar,” “Herod,” and “monster.” But he was buried in the Church of the 
Holy Apostles in a porphyry sarcophagus. 

Julian left a number of writings which afford an opportunity to become 
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more closely acquainted with him. The center of Julian’s religious convictions 
was the cult of the sun, which was created under the direct influence of the 
cult of the bright god, Mithras, and the ideas of a degenerated Platonism. 
From his very early childhood Julian loved nature, especially the sky. In his 
discourse on the “King Sun,””* the main source for his religious philosophy, 
he wrote that from early childhood an extraordinary longing for the rays of 
the divine planet penetrated deep into his soul. And not only did he desire to 
gaze intently at the sun in the daytime, but on clear nights he would abandon 
all else without exception and give himself up to the beauties of the heavens. 
Absorbed in his meditations he would not hear those who spoke to him and 
would at times be unconscious of what he himself was doing. According to 
Julian’s own rather obscure account of his religious theories, his religious 
philosophy reduced itself to a belief in the existence of three worlds in the 
form of three suns. The first sun is the supreme sun, the idea of all being, 
the spiritual intelligible (vonrds) whole; it is the embodiment of absolute 
truth, the kingdom of supreme principles and first causes. The visible world 
and the visible sun, i.e. the material world, is only a reflection of the first world, 
but not an immediate reflection. Between these two worlds, the intelligible 
and the material, there lies the intellectual (voepds) world with a sun of its 
own. Thus, a triad of suns is formed: the intelligible or spiritual, the intel- 
lectual, and the materia¥ The intellectual world is a reflection of the intelligi- 
ble or spiritual and in its turn serves as an example for the material world, 
which is thus only a reflection of a reflection, an inferior reproduction of the 
absolute model. The supreme sun is too inaccessible for man. The sun of the 
physical is too material for deification. Therefore Julian concentrated all his 
attention on the central intellectual sun. He called it the “King Sun” and 
adored it. 

In spite of his enthusiasm, Julian understood that the restoration of pagan- 
ism involved many great difficulties. In one of his letters he wrote: “I need 
many to help me to raise up again what has fallen on evil days.””* But Julian 
did not understand that the fallen paganism could not rise again because it 
was dead. His undertaking was doomed to failure. “His schemes,” Boissier 
said, “could afford to be wrecked; the world had nothing to lose by their 
failure.”®* ‘This enthusiastic philhellen,” Geffcken wrote, “is half Oriental 
and ‘Friihbyzantiner.’”®* Another biographer said, “The Emperor Julian 
seems as a fugitive and luminous apparition on the horizon beneath which 
had already disappeared the star of that Greece which to him was the Holy 
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Land of civilization, the mother of all that was good and beautiful in the 
world, of that Greece which, with filial and enthusiastic devotion, he called 
his only true country.” 


The Church and the State at the end of the fourth century 


Theodosius the Great and the triumph of Christianity—During the reign 
of Julian’s successor, Jovian (363-64), a devoted follower of the Nicene Creed, 
Christianity was restored to its former position. This did not involve new 
persecutions of the pagans, however, whose fears on this account at the time 
of Jovian’s succession proved to be unfounded. Jovian intended to establish 
throughout the empire the order which had existed before Julian. He pro- 
claimed complete religious toleration. He allowed the pagans to reopen their 
temples and continue the offering of sacrifices. In spite of his adherence to the 
Nicene doctrines, he undertook no compulsory legislation against the other 
ecclesiastical parties. Christian exiles of different sects returned from banish- 
ment. The labarum appeared again in the army. Jovian reigned only a few 
months, but his activity in the realm of ecclesiastical affairs made a strong 
impression on his contemporaries. The Christian historian of the fifth century, 
Philostorgius, an Arian, remarked: “The Emperor Jovian restored the 
churches to their original uses, and set them free a all the vexatious perse- 
cutions inflicted on them by the Apostate.”®® 

Jovian died suddenly in February, 364. He was inte by two brothers, 
Valentinian I (364-75) and Valens (364-78), who divided the rule of the 
Empire? Valentinian became the ‘ruler_of the western half of the Empire 
and Valens was authorized to govern the eastern half. The brothers differed 
greatly in their religious outlook. Valentinian followed the Nicene Creed; 
Valens was an Arian. But the Nicene allegiance of Valentinian did not make 
him intolerant of other creeds, and during his reign religious freedom was 
more secure and complete than before. At the beginning of his rule he issued a 
decree granting each man “the freedom of worshiping whatever his conscience 
dictated to him.”®? Paganism was freely tolerated. Yet Valentinian showed 
that he was a Christian emperor by a number of measures; one of them 
restored all the privileges granted the clergy by Constantine the Great. 
Valens followed an entirely different policy. Upon declaring himself a fol- 
lower of Arianism, he became intolerant of all other Christian doctrines, and 
though his persecutions were neither severe nor_systematic, people in the 
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eastern part of the Empire did go through a period of great fear and anxiety 
during his reign. 
In the matter of external affairs the oii incliaans-mroers 11 a very 


severe struggle with the Germans. Valens died prematurely during his cam- 
paign with the Goths. Valentinian was succeeded in the West by his sons, 


Gratian (375-83) and the child Valentinian II (375-92). After the death of 
Valens (378), Gratian appointed Theodosius as Augustus of the East and 
Ilyricum. 

Disregarding the young and irresolute Valentinian II, an Arian adherent, 
who played no important role in the internal policies of the Empire, the 


government under Gratian and Theodosius qui itely forsook the policy 
of religious toleration and manifested a decided inclination toward the Nicene 


Creed. Of particular significance in this respect was the policy of the eastern 
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associated with the triumph of Christianity. His decided preference for his 
chosen creed left no room for toleration of paganism. 

The family of Theodosius came into the foreground in the second half of 
the century as a result of the efforts of the father of the Emperor, also named 
Theodosius, who_was one-of the brilliant army generals in the West during 
the reign of Valentinian I. Before his appointment to the high rank of Au- 
gustus, Theodosius was only slightly interested in Christian ideas; but in the 
year following his appointment he was baptized in Thessalonica by the bishop 
of the city, Ascholius, a Nicaean. 

Theodosius has to face two difficult problems: (1) the establishment of 
unity within the Empire which_was_being torn asunder by the dissenting 
religious parties; and (2) the defense of the Empire against the steady advance 
of the German barbarians, the Goths, who at the time of Theodosius threat- 
ened the very existence of the Empire. _ 

During the reign of Valens, Arianism played the dominant role. After the 
death of Valens, especially in the absence of a ruler during the short period 
preceding the election of Theodosius, religious disputes burst forth once more 
and at times assumed very crude forms. These disquieting movements were 
felt particularly in Constantinople. The disputes on dogma, passing beyond 
the limited circle of the clergy, were taken up by all classes of society and 
were discussed even by the crowds in the streets. The problem of the nature 
of the Son of God had aroused heated discussions everywhere since the middle 
of the fourth century: in the cathedrals and churches, in the imperial palace, 
in the huts of hermits, in the squares and markets. Gregory, Bishop of Nyssa, 
wrote, not without sarcasm, of the prevailing conditions in the second half 
of the fourth century: “Everything is full of those who are speaking of 
unintelligible things—streets, markets, squares, crossroads. I ask how many 
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oboli I have to pay; in answer they are philosophizing on the born or unborn; 
I wish to know the price of bread; one answers: “The Father is greater than 
the Son’; I inquire whether my bath is ready; one says, “The Son has been 
made out of nothing.’ °° 

By the time of the succession of Theodosius conditions had changed. Upon 
arriving in Constantinople, he proposed to the Arian bishop that he renounce 
Arianism and join the creed of Nicaea. The bishop, however, refused and 
preferred to leave the capital and live outside the city gates, where he con- 
tinued to hold Arian meetings. All the churches in Constantinople were 
turned over to the Nicaeans. 

Theodosius was confronted with the questions of regulating his relations 
with the heretics and pagans. Even in Constantine’s time the Catholic (i.e. 
universal) church (ecclesia catholica) had been contrasted with the heretics 
(Aaeretic:). During the reign of Theodosius the distinction between a Catholic 
and a heretic was definitely established by law: a Catholic was an adherent 
of the Nicene Creed; followers of other religious tendencies were heretics. 
The pagans (pagan:) were considered in a separate category. 

After Theodosius had openly declared himself a follower of the Nicene 
Creed, he began his long and obstinate struggle with the pagans and heretics, 
inflicting upon them penalties which grew more harsh as time went on. 
By the decree of 380 a.p. only those who believed in the trinity-ofEathes, Son, 
and Holy Ghost, as preached by the apostolic writings and the Gospels, were 
considered Catholic Christians; all others, “the mad and insane” people, who 
adhered to “the infamy of heretic doctrine,” had no right to call their meeting 
places churches and were subject to severe punishment. °° According to one 
historian, this decree shows clearly that Theodosius “was the first of the 
emperors to regulate for his own sake, and not for the sake of the church, the 
body of Christian doctrine obligatory on his subjects.”*° Theodosius issued 
several other decrees which definitely forbade the heretics to hold assemblies, 
either public or private; the right to assemble was reserved solely for the 
followers of the Nicene symbol, who were to take over all the churches in 
the capital and throughout the Empire. The civil rights of the heretics were 
greatly curtailed, especially those concerned with bequests and inheritance. 

For all his partisanship, Theodosius was anxious to establish -peace and 
harmony in the Christian church. For this purpose he convoked a council in 
the year 381 at Constantinople, in which only members of the eastern church 
participated. This council is known as the Second Ecumenical Council. Of no 
other ecumenical council is the information so ‘inadequate. The proceedings 
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(acts) of this one are unknown. For a while it was not even recognized as an 
ecumenical council; only m the year 451, at a later ecumenical council, was it 
officially sanctioned as such. The chief religious question discussed at the 
Second Ecumenical Council was the heresy of Macedonius, a semi-Arian who 
attempted to prove that the Holy Spirit was created. The council condemned 
the heresy of Macedonius, as well as a number of other heresies based upon 
Arianism; confirmed the declaration of the Nicene symbol about the Father 
and Son, adding to it the part about the procession of the Holy Spirit from 
the Father; and adopted the teaching that the Holy Spirit is of one essence 
with the Father on. Because information about this council is so 
inadequate, some western European scholars are dubious as to the creed of 
Constantinople, which became not only the dominant creed, but the official 
symbol as well, for all Christian denominations, in spite of their divergence 
as to dogma. Some scholars have affirmed that this new creed was not and 
could not be the work of the second council, that it was apocryphal; others 
have tried to prove that this symbol was composed either before or after the 
second council. The majority of scholars, however, especially the Russian 
church historians, agree that the creed of Constantinople was actually framed 
by the Fathers of the second council, though it became widespread only after 
the victory of orthodoxy at the Council of Chalcedon. 

The second council also established the rank of patriarch of Constantinople 
in relation to the bishop of Rome. The third canon of the council declares: 
“The bishop of Constantinople shall rank next to the bishop of Rome, because 
Constantinople is New Rome,” because of the political pre-eminence of the 
city as the capital of the Empire. Patriarchs of older eastern sees objected to 
this exaltation of the patriarch of Constantinople. 

The see of Constantinople was at that time occupied by Gregory of Nazian- 
zus, the Theologian, who had played a very important role in the capital 
during the first years of the reign of Theodosius. He was unable to manage 
the numerous dissenting parties represented at the council and was later 
forced to withdraw from his see, leave the council, and depart from Con- 
stantinople. His place was taken by Nectarius, a man of the world, one of 
limited theological attainments, who knew how to keep on good terms with 
the Emperor. Nectarius became president of the council, which in the summer 
of the year 381 closed its sessions. 

In his attitude toward the clergy at large, that is, the Catholic (Nicene) 
clergy, Theodosius was rather generous. He conserved and occasionally en- 
larged the privileges granted by some of his predecessors to the bishops and 
clergy, privileges regarding personal duties, court responsibilities, and the 
like. He took care, however, that all these privileges should not interfere with 
the interests of the government. Thus by one edict Theodosius imposed upon 
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the church extraordinary government duties (extraordinaria munera).'" 
The availability of the church as a refuge for criminals prosecuted by the 
government was greatly limited because of the frequent abuses of this privi- 
lege. In particular, people indebted to the government were forbidden to seek 
protection in the temples against debt collectors, and the clergy were pro- 
hibited from hiding them.’°? 

Theodosius aimed to be the sole arbiter of the church affairs of the Empire, 
“and on the whole he succeeded in this aim. In In one instance, however, he came 
into serious conflict with one of the distinguished leaders of the western 
church, Ambrose, bishop of Mediolanum (Milan). Theodosius and Ambrose 
held diametrically opposed views on the relation between the church and 
the state: the former staad for the supremacy-of-the state aver the church; 
the latter assumed that the church could not be subject to the temporal power. 

The conflict centered about the massacres which took place in Thessalonica. 
In this rich and populous city a large number of Germanic troops were quar- 
tered, headed by a very tactless and inefficient commander who did nothing 
to prevent the violence of the soldiers. The city population, provoked by the 
German outrages, finally revolted and killed the commanding officers as 
well as many soldiers. The infuriated Theodosius, well disposed toward the 
Germans, who ranked high in his army, smote the citizens of Thessalonica 
with a bloody massacre, showing no mercy to sex or age; the Emperor’s orders 
were executed by the Germans. The horrible deed was not allowed to pass 
unpunished. Ambrose excommunicated Theodosius, who, in spite of his 
power, was forced publicly to acknowledge his own guilt and then to observe 
humbly the penance imposed by Ambrose, who forbade him to wear the 
imperial regalia during the period of atonement. 

During the merciless struggle with _the heretics, Theodosius took decisive 
steps also against the pagans. Several decrees prohibited the offering of sacri- 
fices, the divinations by the entrails of animals, and the visiting of the temples. 
In effect this amounted to the closing of many pagan temples, some of which 
were then used for government purposes, while others were almost com- 
pletely destroyed, and all their rich treasures of art demolished by the fanatical 
mob. The destruction of the famous temple of the god Serapis, the Serapeum, 
which still remained the center of pagan-wership in the city of Alexandria, 
is particularly significant. The last decree against the pagans was issued by 
Theodosius in the year 392. It prohibited completely the offering of sacrifices, 
burning of incense, hanging of garlands, libations, divinations, and so forth. 
It also declared ali who disobeyed these orders guilty of offense against the 
Emperor and religion and liable therefore to severe penalties. This decree 
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referred to the old religion as “a pagan superstition” (gentilicia superstitio).’°* 

One historian called this edict of 392 “the funeral song of paganism.”*°* 
It was the last step taken by Theodosius in his war upon paganism in the 
East. 

“In the western part of the Empire a particularly well-known episode during 
the struggle of Gratian, Valentinian II, and Theodosius against paganism 
centered about the removal of the Altar of Victory from the Roman Senate. 
The altar had been removed during Constantine’s reign, but had been re- 
stored by Julian the Apostate. The senators, who were still half pagan, viewed 
this forced removal of the altar as the final ruin of the former greatness of 
Rome. The famous pagan orator, Symmachus, was sent to the Emperor with 
a plea for the restoration of the statue to the Senate. Th. I. Uspensky spoke of 
this plea as “the last song of a dying paganism which timidly and mournfully 
begged mercy of the young Emperor (Valentinian II) for the faith to which 
his ancestors were indebted for their fame, and Rome for its greatness.”*°° 
Symmachus did not succeed in his mission. The year 393 saw the last cele- 
bration of the Olympic games. Among other monuments of antiquity, the 
statue of Zeus, the work of Phidias, was transferred from Olympia to Con- 
stantinople. 

The religious policy of Theodosius, therefore, differed greatly from that 
of his predecessors, who, while favoring some one Christian party or pagan- 
ism (as did Julian), still followed to some extent a policy of toleration toward 
other religious groups; de jure parity of religious beliefs still persisted. But by 
designating the Nicene Creed as the only legal creed, Theodosius laid an 
absolute veto upon all other tendencies in the Christian fold, as well as upon 
paganism. Theodosius was one of those emperors who believed that their 
authority should_encompass the church and the religious life of their sub- 
jects. The aim of his life was to create a single Nicene church; but in spite 
of his efforts he did not succeed. Religious disputes, far from ceasing, only 


multiplied and spread very rapidly, making religious life in the fifth century 


most stormy and passionate. Over paganism Theodosius attained a complete 
triumph. Deprived of opportunity to avow its faith apenly, paganism ceased 
to exist as an organized whole. There were still pagans, of course; only as 
separate families or individuals did they cherish secretly the beloved past of 
their dying religion. The famous pagan school at Athens, however, was not 
affected by any of the decrees of Theodosius; it continued its work of spread- 
ing the knowledge of classical literature among its students. 
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The German (Gothic) problem in the fourth century —The Gothic ques- 
tion was the most acute problem of the Empire at the end of the fourth century. 
For reasons still unknown-the-Goths, who at the opening of the Christian 
era had occupied the southern shore of the Baltic Sea, migrated, probably in 
the latter part of the second century, further south into the territory of 
present-day Southern Russia. They reached as far as the shores of the Black 
Sea and settled in the districts between the Don and lower Danube. The 
Dniester divided the_Goths into two tribes: the eastern Goths, otherwise 
named Ostrogoths or Ostgoths, and the western Goths, or Visigoths. Like all 
other Germanic tribes of this period, the Gaths were-barbarians. In their new 
territory they found themselves under very-favoreble-cuttural conditions. 
The northern shore of the Black Sea for a long time before the Christian era, 
had been covered with numerous rich Greek colonies, whose cultural level 
was very high. Their influence, as proved by archeological data, reached out 
far into the north, and was felt even centuries later during the early Christian 
period. At the time of the Gothic migration to the shores of the Black Sea, 
the Crimea was occupied by the rich and civilized kingdom of the Bos- 
porus. Through contact with these old Greek colonies and the kingdom 
of the Bosporus, the Goths became acquainted with the classical culture of 
antiquity, while by continuous proximity to the Roman Empire in the Balkan 
peninsula they came in touch with more recent developments of civilization. 
Asa result of these influences, the Goths, when later they appeared in western 
Europe, were culturally superior to all the other Germanic tribes, who entered 
their historical life in the West in a state of complete barbarism. 

During the third century, following their-settlement in the south near the 
Black Sea, the Goths directed their activities along two distinct paths: on the 
one hand, they were attracted by the sea and the pessibilities it offered for 
raiding the cities along its shores; on the other hand, in the southwest, the 
Goths reached the borders of the Roman Empire on the Danube and came in 
contact with the Empire. 

The Goths first gained a hold on the north shore of the Black Sea, and then, 
in the third century a.p., they invaded the greater part of the Crimea and 
the kingdom of the Bosporus. In the second half of the third century they 
undertook a number of piratical raids, using Bosporian vessels. They re- 
peatedly robbed the rich coastland of the Caucasus and Asia Minor. By 
following the western shore of the Black Sea they entered the Danube, and 
crossing the sea, they even made their way, by the Bosphorus, to the Pro- 
pontis (Sea of Marmora), and through the Hellespont (the Dardanelles) into 
the Archipelago. On these raids they pillaged Byzantium, Chrysopolis (on 
the Asiatic side facing Byzantium; Scutari at present), Cyzicus, Nicomedia, 
and the islands of the Archipelago. The Gothic pirates went even farther 
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than this: they attacked Ephesus and Thessalonica, and upon reaching the 
Greek shores they sacked Argos, Corinth, and probably even Athens. For- 
tunately, however, the invaluable monuments of classical art in Athens were 
spared. The islands of Crete, Rhodes, and even far-removed Cyprus suffered 
from several Gothic attacks. Still, in all these expeditions by sea, they contented 
themselves with pillage, after which the Gothic vessels would return to their 
homes on the northern shores of the Black Sea. Many of these bands of sea 
robbers were either exterminated on foreign shores or captured by Roman 
troops. 

Far more serious were the relations of the Goths with the Empire on land. 
Taking advantage of the troubles and anarchy in the Empire in the third 
century, the Goths began to cross the Danube and to enter the territory of 
the Empire as early as the first half of that century. The Emperor Gordian 
was forced to pay the Goths an annual tribute. But even this did not suffice. 
A short while later the Goths again entered Roman territory and swarmed 
over Macedonia and Thrace. The Emperor Decius marched against them 
and fell in battle in the year 251. In 269 Claudius succeeded in defeating the 
Goths near Naissus (Nish). Of the large number of prisoners captured during 
this battle, some were placed in the army, while others were made to settle 
as coloni in the depopulated Roman provinces. For this victory over the Goths, 
Claudius was surnamed “the Gothic” (Gothicus). But Aurelian, who had 
temporarily restored the Empire (270-75), was forced to give up Dacia to 
the barbarians and transfer its population to Moesia. In the fourth century 
there are frequent references to Goths in the army. According to the his- 
torian Jordanes, a division of Goths served the Romans faithfully during the 
reign of Maximian.’* It is well known that the Goths in the army of Con- 
stantine the Great helped him in his struggle with Licinius. In Constantine’s 
time the Visigoths agreed to furnish the Emperor with 40,000 soldiers. There 
was also a Gothic regiment in the army of Julian. 

In the third century Christianity began_to spread-among the Goths; it 
was most probably imported by Christian prisoners captured in Asia Minor 
during the numerous sea raids. The Gothic Christians were even represented 
at the First Ecumenical Council in Nicaea by their bishop, Theophilus, one of 
the signers of the Nicene ‘symbol. The tr true enlightener of the Goths on the 
Danube during the fourth century was Ulfila (Vulfila), supposed by some to 
be of Greek extraction, but born on Gothic soil. He had spent a number of 
years in Constantinople, where he was later ordained bishop by an Arian 
bishop. When he returned to the Goths he preached Christianity according to 
the Arian doctrine for a number of years. In order to introduce the Gospels 
among his people he invented a Gothic alphabet, based in part on the Greek 
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letters, and translated the Bible into the Gothic language. The spread of Arian 
Christianity among the Goths was of great significance for their subsequent 
historical life, for during the period of their settlement on the territory of 
the Roman Empire it was this-difference in religious convictions which pre- 
vented them from blending. withthe natives, who were followers of the 
Nicene Creed. The Crimean Goths remained orthodox. 

Peaceful relations between the Goths and the Empire ceased in the year 
376 with the advance of the Huns from_Asia. They were a savage people of 
Mongolian race.**’ In their onward march to the West they defeated the east 
Goths, or Ostrogoths, and with them advanced farther, reaching the territory 
occupied by the Visigoths. The latter, exposed as a border nation to the full 
force of the attack and unable to offer adequate resistance to the Huns, whose 
horrible massacres did not even spare the Gothic women and children, had 
to force their way across the border into the territory of the Roman Empire. 
The sources relate that the Goths stood on the northern bank of the Danube 
and with loud lamentations entreated the Roman authorities to permit them 
to cross the river. The barbarians offered to settle in Thrace and Moesia and 
till the soil, and promised to furnish soldiers for the army and to obey all 
commands of the Emperor just as his subjects did. A delegation was sent 
to the Emperor to state the case of the Goths. The majority of high Roman 
officials and generals were in favor of accepting the Goths, for they recog- 
nized all the advantages the government would gain by doing so. First, they 
thought it a good way of rehabilitating the farming districts and the army. 
Then, too, the new subjects would defend the Empire, while the old in- 
habitants of the provinces could be exempted from military service by the 
payment of a money tax, which would greatly increase the government in- 
come. The men in favor of admitting the Goths were victorious, and the 
barbarians received official permission to cross the Danube. “Thus,” said 
Fustel de Coulanges, “four or five hundred thousand barbarians, half of 
whom could handle arms, were admitted to the territory of the Empire.”*°° 
Even if the foregoing figure be considered an exaggeration, the fact still re- 
mains that the number of Goths who settled in Moesia was very large. At 
first these barbarians led a very peaceful life, but gradually they became dis- 
satisfied and irritated because of the peculations of the generals and officials, 
who made a practice of concealing part of the funds assigned for the needs of 
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nacy the Slavic origin of the Huns. A Russian 
writer about a hundred years ago (Weltman, 
in 1858) even called Attula “the autocrat of 
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the settlers. Not only did these high officials feed the Goths poorly, but they 


also mistreated the men, insulted their wives, and offended their children. 
Many of the Goths were shipped across the sea and settled in Asia Minor. The 
complaints of the Goths received no attention, and the barbarians finally re- 
volted. They obtained the help of Alans and Huns, forced their way into 
Thrace, and headed for Constantinople. At that time the Emperor Valens 
was carrying on a campaign with Persia, but when the news of the Gothic 
revolt reached him he left Antioch and arrived at Constantinople promptly. 
A decisive battle took place near Hadrianople in the year 378, in which Valens 
was killed and the Roman army ‘completely defeated. 

The road to the capital apparently lay open before the Goths, who overran 
the Balkan peninsula as far as the walls of Constantinople, but they evidently 
had no general plan of attacking the Empire. The successor of Valens, 
Theodosius, aided by his own Gothic troops, was successful in defeating and 
stopping their raids within the Empire. Thus, while one group of the Goths 
struggled against the Empire, the others were willing to serve in the imperial 
army and fight against men of their own tribe. The pagan historian of the 
fifth century, Zosimus, related that after the victory of Theodosius, “peace was 
established in Thrace, for the barbarians who had been there had perished.””°? V 
The victory of the Goths at Hadrianople did not aid them in becoming estab- 
lished in any one province of the Empire. 

On the other hand, from this time forward the Germans began to influence 
the life of the Empire in a peaceful manner. Theodosius was fully aware that 
he could not master the barbarians within the Empire by force, and he de- 
cided to follow a policy of peaceful relations with the Goths, to introduce 
among them certain elements of Roman culture, and to draw them into the 
ranks of the Roman army. In the course of time the army, whose duty it was 
to defend the Empire, was gradually transformed in its greater part into a 
German army, whose members often had to defend the Empire against their 
own kinsmen. Gothic influence was felt in higher military circles as well as 
in the administration. Many very responsible posts were in German hands. 
Theodosius, in following his Germanophile policy, failed to realize that a free 
growth of Germanism might menace the Empire’s existence. He showed 
particular lack of wisdom in placing the defense of the Empire in the hands 
of the Germans. In due time the Goths assimilated the Roman art of warfare, 
Roman tactics and methods of combat, and were rapidly growing into a 
powerful force which could at any moment challenge the Empire. The native 
Greco-Roman population, forced into the background, watched the growth 
of German power with restlessness. An anti-German movement grew up, 
which might have led to very grave crises in the life of the Empire. 
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Theodosius died in the year 395 at Milan; his embalmed body was trans- 
ferred to Constantinople and buried in the Temple of the Apostles. For his 
great service to Christianity 1 in its struggle with paganism Theodosius was 
surnamed “the Great,” His too young and weak sons, Arcadius and Honorius, 
were proclaimed the rulers of the Empire; Arcadius became the emperor of 
the eastern part, and Honorius ruled in the West. 

Theodosius did not succeed in solving the main problems of his period. The 
Second Ecumenical Council, by proclaiming the Nicene Creed the dominant 
form of Christianity, failed to achieve church unity. Arianism in its various 
manifestations continued to exist and in its further development caused new 
religious movements, which in the fifth century involved not only the religious 
interests of the Empire, but also connected with them, the social life of that 
period. This was particularly true of the eastern provinces, Syria and Egypt, 
where the new religious developments caused extremely significant conse- 
quences. In fact, Theodosius was forced during the later years of his life to 
recede from his original firm Nicene position. He was compelled to make 
concessions to the Arian Germans, who at the time formed the overwhelming 
majority in the army. Thus, in the religious field as well as in administrative 
and military realms, the Goths exerted great influence. The main center of 
their power was the capital itself, the Balkan peninsula, and part of Asia 
Minor. The eastern provinces, Syria, Palestine, and Egypt, did not feel the 
Gothic power to any considerable extent. Thus on religious as on racial 
grounds, the dissatisfaction of the native population was growing very strong. 
In short, Theodosius failed to solve the two significant problems of his reign: 
the creation_of a unique and_ uniform church and the establishment of har- 
monious relations with the barbarians. These two exceedingly complicated 
problems remained for his successors. 

sg nL la ll ag epoch is of particu- 
larly great importance for the ways in which the main national and religious 
problems were met. The national problem was concerned with the discord 
among the different nationalities within the Empire as well as the conflicts 
with the tribes attacking it from without. 

Hellenism, it would seem, should have been the main force unifying the 
varied population of the eastern part of the Roman Empire, but in reality 
it was not. Hellenistic influence could be found in the East as far as the Eu- 
phrates and in Egypt as early as the time of Alexander of Macedon and his 
successors. Alexander himself considered colonization one of the best means 
for transplanting Hellenism; it is said that he alone founded more than 
seventy cities in the East. His successors continued this policy of colonization. 
The areas to which Hellenism had spread to some extent reached as far as 
Armenia in the north and the Red Sea in the south and as far as Persia and 
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Mesopotamia in the East. Beyond these provinces Hellenism did not reach. 
The main center of Hellenistic culture became the Egyptian city, Alexandria. 
All along the coast of the Mediterranean Sea, in Asia Minor, Syria, and Egypt, 
Hellenic culture predominated. Of these three sections, Asia Minor was per- 
haps the most Hellenized; its coast had been occupied for a long period of 
time by Greek colonies, and their influence gradually, though not easily, 
penetrated into the interior of the region. 

Hellenization of Syria, where Hellenic culture reached only the higher 
educated class, was much weaker. The mass of the population, unacquainted 
with the Greek language, continued to speak their own native tongues, Syriac 
or Arabic. One learned orientalist wrote: “If even in such a world-city as 
Antioch the common man still spoke Aramaic, i.e., Syriac, then one may 
safely suppose that inside the province the Greek language was not the lan- 
guage of the educated class, but only the language of those who made a special 
study of it.”??° The Syrian-Roman Lawbook of the fifth century was striking 
proof of the fact that the native Syriac language was widely used in the 
Fast.’"* The oldest Syriac manuscript of this lawbook now in existence was 
written in the early part of the sixth century, before Justinian’s time. This 
Syriac text, which was probably written in northeastern Syria, is a translation 
from the Greek. The Greek original has not yet been discovered, but on the 
basis of some existing data it must have been written some time during the 
seventies of the fifth century. In any case the Syriac translation appeared al- 
most immediately after the publication of the Greek original. In addition to 
the Syriac text there exist also Arabic and Armenian versions of the lawbook, 
which indicate that the book was very probably of church origin, since it 
analyzes with much detail the items of marriage and inheritance laws and 
boldly advances the privileges of the clergy. The fact that it was very widely 
distributed and applied to the living problems in the East, in the territory be- 
tween Armenia and Egypt, as evidenced by the numerous versions of the 
lawbook as well as by the borrowings from it found in many Syriac and Arabic 
works of the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries, shows the continuing pre- 
dominance of the native tongues. Later, when Justinian’s legislation became 
officially obligatory upon the whole Empire, his code proved to be too bulky 
and difficult of comprehension for the eastern provinces, so that in actual 
practice they continued to use the Syriac lawbook as a substitute for the codex. 
In the seventh century, following the Moslem conquest of the eastern prov- 
inces, the same Syriac lawbook was in wide use even under the Moslem 
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domination. The fact that this lawbook was translated into Syriac as early 
as the second half of the fifth century indicates clearly that the mass of the 
people were still unacquainted with Greek or Latin and clung strongly to the 
native Syriac tongue. 

In Egypt also, in spite of the proximity of Alexandria, the very center of 
world culture, Hellenism spread among the higher class only, among the 
people prominent in the social and religious life of the province. The mass 
of the people continued to speak their native Egyptian (Coptic) language. 

The central government found it difficult to manage the affairs of the east- 
ern provinces, not only because of the raetatly varied composition of the 
population, but also because the great majority of the population of Syria 
and Egypt and a certain part of eastern Asia Minor firmly held to Arianism 
with its subsequent ramifeations. The complex racial problem became further 
complicated in the fifth century by important new developments in the re- 
ligious life of these provinces. 

In the western provinces of the Eastern Empire, that is in the Balkan 
peninsula, in the capital, and the western part of Asia Minor, the important 
problem of this period was that of Germanic power, which threatened the 
very existence of the Empire. After this problem was settled favorably for 
the government in the middle of the fifth century it seemed for a while that 
the savage Isaurians would occupy in the capital a commanding position 
similar to that of the Goths. In the East the struggle with the Persians con- 
tinued, while in the northern part of the Balkan peninsula the Bulgarians, a 
people of Hunnic (Turkish) origin,’'’ and the Slavs began their devastating 


attacks. 
Arcadius (395-408) 


Arcadius was only seventeen when he ascended the throne. He possessed 
neither the experience nor the force of will necessary for his high position, 
and he soon found himself completely overruled by his favorites, who directed 
the affairs of the Empire in a manner satisfactory to their own interests and 
the interests of their respective parties. The first influential favorite was 
Rufinus, appointed during Theodosius’ lifetime as general guide of Arcadius. 
Rufinus was soon murdéred and two years later the eunuch Eutropius exerted 
the greatest influence upon the Emperor. The rapid rise of this new favorite 
was due primarily to his success in arranging the marriage of Arcadius and 
Eudoxia, the daughter of a Frank who served as an officer in the Roman army. 
Honarjus, the younger brother of Arcadius, had been placed by his father 
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under the guidance of the gifted chief, Stilicho, a true example of a Romanized 
Germanic barbarian, who had rendered great service to the Empire during 
its struggle with his own people. 

The settlement of the Gothic problem—tThe central issue for the govern- 
ment in the time of Arcadius was the Germanic problem. The Visigoths, who 
had settled during an earlier period in the northern part of the Balkan penin- 
sula, were now headed by a new and ambitious chief, Alaric Balta. At the 
beginning of the reign of Arcadius, Alaric set out with his people for Moesia, 
Thrace, and Macedonia, threatening even the capital. The diplomatic inter- 
vention of Rufinus brought about a change in Alagic’s original plan for 
attacking Constantinople. The attention of the Goths was directed to Greece. 
Alaric crossed Thessaly and advanced into Middle Greece by way of Ther- 
mopylae. 

The population of Greece at that period was almost purely Greek and, on 
the whole, almost the same as Pausanias and Plutarch had known it. Ac- 
cording to Gregorovius, the old language, religion, customs, and laws of the 
forefathers remained almost unchanged in the towns and villages. And in 
spite of the fact that Christianity had been officially pronounced the dominant 
religion, and the worship of the gods, condemned and forbidden by the state, 
was doomed to die out, ancient Greece still bore the spiritual and artistic 
impress of paganism, mainly because of the preservation of the monuments 
of antiquity.*'® 

In their march through Greece the Goths pillaged and devastated Boeotia 
and Attica. The Athenian harbor, Peiraeus, was in their hands; fortunately 
they spared Athens. The pagan historian of the fifth century, Zosimus, nar- 
rated the legend of how Alaric, upon surrounding the Athenian walls with 
his army, beheld the goddess Athena Promachos in armor and the Trojan 
hero Achilles standing before the wall. So greatly astonished was Alaric by 
this apparition that he abandoned the idea of attacking Athens.'** The Pelo- 
ponnesus suffered greatly from the Gothic invasion, for the Visigoths sacked 
Corinth, Argos, Sparta, and several other cities. Stilicho undertook to defend 
Greece and landed with his troops in the Gulf of Corinth on the Isthmus, 
thus cutting off Alaric’s way back through Middle Greece. Alaric then pushed 


Master of Soldiers in Illyricum (Magister militum per Illyricum). After this 
Alaric ceased to threaten the eastern part of the Empire and directed his main 
attention to Italy. 
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In addition to the menace of the Goths in the Balkan peninsula and in 
Greece, the prevailing Gothic influence since the time of Theodosius the 
Great was felt particularly in the capital, where the most responsible army 
posts and many of the important administrative positions were in Germanic 
hands. 

When Arcadius ascended the throne the most influential party in the 
capital was the Germanic_party, headed by one of the outstanding generals 
of the imperial army, the Goth Gainas. About him were gathered soldiers 
of Gothic origin and representatives of the local pro-Germanic movement. 
The weakness of this party lay in the fact that the majority of the Goths were 
Arians. Second in strength, during the first years of Arcadius’ reign, was the 
party of the powerful eunuch, the favorite Eutropius. He was supported by 
various ambitious flatterers who were interested in him only because he was 
able to help them to promote their greedy personal interests. Gainas and 
Eutropius could not live side by side in peace, since they were competing for 
power. Besides these two political parties, historians speak of a third party, 
hostile to the Germans as well as to Eutropius; its membership included 
senators, ministers, and the majority of the clergy. This party represented the 
nationalist and religious ideology in opposition to the growing foreign and 
barbaric influence. This movement, naturally, refused to lend its support to 
the coarse and grasping Eutropius. The party’s main leader was the city 
prefect, Aurelian.*’® 

Many people of the time were aware of the menace of Germanic dominance, 
and ultimately the government itself. became conscious of it. A remarkable 
document has been preserved which describes vividly the reaction of certain 
social groups to the Germanic question. This document is the address of 
Synesius on “The Emperor’s Power,” or, as it is sometimes translated, “Con- 
cerning the Office of King,” which was presented, or perhaps even read, to 
Arcadius. Synesius, a native of the North African city of Cyrene, was an edu- 
cated neo-Platonist who adopted Christianity. In the year 399 a.p. he set out 
for Constantinople to petition the Emperor for the remission of the taxes of 
his native city. Later, upon his return home, he was chosen bishop of the 
North African Ptolemais. During his three years’ stay at Constantinople, 
Synesius came to see very clearly the German menace to the Empire, and he 
composed the address, which, according to one historian, may be called the 
anti-German manifesto of the national party of Aurelian.'’® Synesius cau- 
tioned the Emperor: 


The least pretext will be used by the armed [barbarians] to assume power and be- 

come the rulers of the citizens. And then the unarmed will have to fight with 

men well exercised in military combats. First of all, they [the foreigners] should 
115 Bury, Later Roman Empire, 1, 127. 116 Ibid., 1, 129; (1889), 83. 
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be removed from commanding positions and deprived of senatorial rank; for what 
the Romans in ancient times considered of highest esteem has become dishonor- 
able because of the influence of the foreigners. As in many other matters, so in this 
one, I am astonished at our folly. In every more or less prosperous home we find a 
Scythian [Goth] slave; they serve as cooks and cupbearers; also those who walk 
along the street with little chairs on their backs and offer them to people who wish 
to rest in the open, are Scythians. But is it not exceedingly surprising that the very 
same light-haired barbarians with Euboic headdress, who in private life perform 
the function of servants, are our rulers in political life? The Emperor should 
purify the troops just as we purify a measure of wheat by separating the chaff and 
all other matter, which, if allowed to germinate, harms the good seed. Your father, 
because of his excessive compassion, received them [the barbarians] kindly and 
condescendingly, gave them the rank of allies, conferred upon them political rights 
and honors, and endowed them with generous grants of land. But not as an act 
of kindness did these barbarians understand these noble deeds; they interpreted 
them as a sign of our weakness, which caused them to feel more haughty and con- 
ceited. By increasing the number of our native recruits and thus strengthening our 
own army and our courage, you must accomplish in the Empire the things which 
still need to be done. Persistence must be shown in dealing with these people. 
Either let these barbarians till the soil following the example of the ancient Mes- 
senians, who put down their arms and toiled as slaves for the Lacedaemonians, or 
let them go by the road they came, announcing to those who live on the other side 
of the river [Danube] that the Romans have no more kindness in them and that 
they are ruled by a noble youth! 127 


What Synesius advocated, then, in the face of the Germanic menace to the 
government, was the expulsion of the Goths from the army, the formation 
of an indigenous army, and the establishment of the Goths as tillers of the 
soil. Should the Goths be unwilling to accept this program, Synesius sug- 
gested that the Romans should clear their territory of Goths by driving them 
back across the Danube, the place fre from which they originally came. 

The most influential general in the imperial army, the Goth Gainas, could 
not view calmly the exclusive influence of the favorite, Eutropius, and an 
opportunity to act_soon arose. At this time the Goths of Phrygia, who had 
been settled in this province of Asia Minor by Theodosius the Great, had risen 
in rebellion and were devastating the country under the leadership of their 
chief, Tribigild. Gainas, sent out against this dangerous rebel, later proved 
to be his secret ally. Joining hands with Tribigild, he deliberately arranged 
the defeat of the imperial | troops sent out to suppress the revolt, and the two 
Goths became masters of the situation. They then presented to the Emperor 
a demand that Eutropius be removed and delivered into their hands. Com- 


117 “Tlept BaowAcias,” Opera, par. 14-15; ed. Hymns of Synesius of Cyrene, includes the 
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plaints against Eutropius were coming from Eudoxia, the wife of Arcadius, 
and from the party of Aurelian. Arcadius, pressed by the success of the Ger- 
mans, was forced to yield. He sent Eutropius into exile (399 a.p.). But this 
did not satisfy the victorious Goths. They compelled the Emperor to bring 
Eutropius back to the capital and to have him tried and executed. This ac- 
complished, Gainas demanded that the Emperor allow the Arian Goths to 
use one of the temples of the capital city for Arian services. A strong protest 
against this request came from the bishop of Constantinople, John Chrysos- 
tom (“the Golden-Mouthed”). Knowing that not only the entire capital but 
also the majority of the population of the Empire sided with the bishop, 
Gainas did not insist on this demand. 

After gaining a stronghold in the capital, the Goths became complete 
masters of the fate of the Empire. Arcadius and the natives of the capital were 
fully aware of the danger of the situation. But Gainas, in spite of all his suc- 
cess, proved himself incapable of keeping his dominant position in Constan- 
tinople. While he was away from the capital a sudden revolt broke out in 
which many Goths were killed and he was unable to return to the capital. 
Arcadius, encouraged by the new course of events, sent against Gainas his 
loyal pagan Goth, Fravitta, who defeated Gainas at the time when he tried 
to sail across to Asia Minor. Gainas tried to Qnd refuge in Thrace, but there 
he fell into the hands of the king of the Huns, who cut off his head and sent 
it as a gift to Arcadius. Thus the Gothic menace was warded off through 
the efforts of a German, Fravitta, who was designated consul for this great 
service to the Empire. The Gothic problem at the beginning of the fifth cen- 
tury was finally settled in favor of the government. Later efforts of the Goths 
to restore their former influence were of no great importance. 

John Chrysostom. —Against the background of Germanic complications 
appeared the significant figure of the patriarch of Constantinople, John 
Chrysostom.*'® He was born in Antioch and studied with the famous rhetori- 
cian, Libanius, intending to follow a worldly career. He later forsook this 
idea and after his baptism devoted himself completely to preaching in Antioch, 
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where he remained for a number of years as a presbyter. After the death of 
the patriarch Nectarius, Eutropius chose this preacher of Antioch, whose 
fame was already widespread, as the new patriarch. He was transported to 
the capital secretly for fear that the population of Antioch, devoted to their 
preacher, might oppose his departure. In spite of the intrigues of Theophilus, 
bishop of Alexandria, John was consecrated bishop and given the see of the 
capital in the year 398. Thus the episcopal throne came into the hands of a 
man unusually accomplished in the art of oratory, an idealist whose actions 
were always in harmony with his theories, and an advocate of very severe 
moral principles. As a ruthless opponent.of s superfluous. luxury and a firm 
defender of Nicene doctrines, Jo! ohn made many enemies among his flock. One 
of his most dangerous enemies was Empress Eudoxia, a lover of luxury and 
pleasure, whom John publicly denounced in his addresses. In his sermons he 
went so far as to compare her with Jezebel and Herodias.’?® His harsh policy 
toward the Arian Goths also earned him many enemies; it was he who 
strongly opposed the granting ef.one of the large churches of the capital to the 
Goths for their services. The Goths later became reconciled to the Emperor’s 
refusal, however, and continued to use the church allotted to them outside 
the city gates. John was very considerate of the orthodox Goths. He gave 
them one of the city churches, visited it very often, and held frequent con- 
ferences with them through an interpreter. 

John’s earnest religious ideals, his unwillingness to compromise with any- 
one, and his harsh criticism of luxury gradually-increased the number of his 
enemies. The Emperor himself soon fell under the influence of those who 
were opposed to the patriarch and openly expressed himself against John. 
This open opposition caused John to retire to Asia Minor, but the unrest 
among the masses in the capital which followed the departure of the beloved 
Patriarch forced the Emperor to_recall him from exile. The new peace be- 
tween the state and the Patriarch did not last very long, however. The in- 
augural ceremonies at the dedication of the statue to the Empress furnished 
a new occasion for a fiery speech in which John denounced the vices of the 
Empress. He was again deposed, and his followers, the Johannites, were 
severely persecuted. Finally, in the year 404, John was exiled to the Cappa- 
docian city Cucusus, which he reached only after a long and strenuous journey, 
a city which he described as “the most deserted place in the universe.”??° 
Three years later he was sent to a new place of exile on the distant eastern shore 


of the Black Sea, and he died on the journey. Thus ended the life of one of 
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the most remarkable leaders of the eastern church in the early Middle Ages. 
The pope and the Emperor of the West, Honorius, had both interceded in an 
attempt to stop the persecutions of John and the Johannites, but without suc- 
cess. 

John left a rich literary treasure, containing a vivid picture of the social and 
religious life of his period. Personally he was one of the very few men who 
did not fear to speak out openly against the Arian pretensions of the all- 
powerful Gainas and he defended with conviction and steadiness the ideals 
of the apostolic church. He has been called one of the most beautiful moral 
examples humanity has ever had. “He was merciless to sin and full of mercy 
for the sinner.”?*! 

Arcadius died in the year 408, when his wife, Eudoxia, was already dead 
and his son and successor, Theodosius, was only seven years old. 


Theodosius IL, the-Younger (408-50) 


According to some sources, Arcadius left a testament in which he appointed 
as guardian for his young successor the Persian king, Yezdegerd I, because 
he feared that the favorites at Constantinople might deprive Theodosius of 
the throne. The king of Persia devotedly fulfilled the office conferred upon 
him, and through one of his own loyal men he guarded Theodosius against 
the intrigues of the courtiers. Many scholars deny the authenticity of this 
story, but there is nothing intrinsically implausible about it; since similar 
instances occur in other periods of history, there seems to be no good reason 
for rejecting it.'°* 

The harmonious relations between the two empires explain the unusually 
favorable position of Christianity in Persia during the reign of Yezdegerd I. 
The Persian tradition, which reflects the state of mind of the Magi and nobles, 
calls Yezdegerd “the Apostate,” “the Wicked,” the friend of Rome and the 
Christians, and the persecutor of the Magi. But Christian sources praise him 
for his goodness, mildness, and munificence and at times claim that he was 
even at the point of becoming converted to Christianity. In reality, however, 
Yezdegerd I, like Constantine the Great, appreciated how important the 
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Christian element in his empire was to his political plans. In 409 he formally 
granted permission to the Christians to worship openly and to restore their 
churches. Some historians call this decree the Edict of Milan for the Assyrian 
Christian church.’** 

In 410 a council met at Seleucia at which the Christian church in Persia 
was organized. The bishop of Seleucia (Ctesiphon) was elected head of the 
church. He was given the title of “Catholicos,” and was to reside in the capital 
of the Persian Empire. The members of the council made the following decla- 
ration: “We all unanimously implore our Merciful God that He increase the 
days of the victorious and illustrious king Yezdegerd, King of Kings, and 
that his years be prolonged for generations of generations and for ages of 
ages.”?** The Christians did not enjoy complete freedom for long. Persecu- 
tions were renewed within the later years of Yezdegerd’s reign. 

Theodosius II was not a gifted statesman, nor was he particularly interested 
in matters of government. Throughout his long reign he kept aloof from the 
actual affairs of government and led a solitary monastic life. Devoting most 
of his time to calligraphy, he copied many old manuscripts in his very beauti- 
ful handwriting.’*> But around Theodosius were very able and energetic 
people who contributed much to crowning his period with such important 
events in the integnal life of the Empire thathistorians no longer look upon 
Theodosius as a weak and ill- fated emperor. One of the most influential per- 
sons during the reign of Theodosius us was his sister, Pulcherja. It was she who 
arranged the marriage of Theodosius and Athenais (later baptized Eudocia), 
the daughter of an Athenian philosopher and a woman of high cultural 
attainment and some literary genius. Eudocia wrote a number of works, 
treating chiefly of religious topics, but reflecting also some contemporary 
political events. 

In external struggles the_eastern half of the Empire was more fortunate 
than the western half during the period of Theodosius II. No strenuous cam- 
paign had to be organized in the East, but the West was going through a very 
severe crisis because of the German migrations. The most terrific shock to 
the Romans was the entrance into Rome, former capital of the pagan Roman 
Empire, of the commander of the Visiggths, Alaric. Shortly afterwards the 
barbarians formed their first kingdoms on Roman territory in western 
Europe and northern Africa. The eastern part of the Empire was for a time 
endangered by the Huns, who attacked Byzantine territory and raided almost 
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as far as the walls of Constantinople. Before friendly relations were established, 
the Emperor was forced to pay them a large sum of money and cede the 
territory south of the Danube. Later, however, an embassy headed by Maxi- 
min was sent from Constantinople to Pannonia. His friend, Priscus, who ac- 
companied him, wrote an extremely important and full account of the em- 
bassy, describing the court of Attila and many of the customs and manners 
of the Huns. This description is particularly valuable for the light it throws 
not only on the Huns but also on the Slavs of the Middle Danube whom the 
Huns had conquered.**® 

Theological disputes and the Third Ecumenical Council—The first two 
ecumenical councils .definitely.settled the question.that Jesus Christ is both 
God and man. But this decision fell short of satisfying the probing theological 
minds haunted by the problem of how the union of the divine substance of 
Jesus Christ with his human nature was to be conceived. In Antioch at the 
end of the fourth century originated the teaching that there was no complete 
union of.the two natures in Christ. In its further developments this teaching 
before and after its union with the divine nature. As long as this doctrine re- 
mained within the confines of a limited circle of men it did not cause any 
serious disturbance in the church. But with the passing of the patriarchal 
throne of Constantinople to the Antiochene presbyter Nestorius, an ardent 
follower of this new teaching, conditions changed considerably, for he im- 
posed the teaching of Antioch upon the church. Famous for his eloquence, 
he addressed the Emperor immediately after his consecration: “Give me, my 
prince, the earth purged of heretics, and I will give you heaven as a recom- 
pense. Assist me in destroying heretics, and I will assist you in vanquishing 
the Persians.”’** By heretics Nestorius meant all those who did not share his 
views on the independence of the human nature in Jesus Christ. Nestorius’ 
name for the Virgin Mary was not the “Mother of God” but the “Mother of 
Christ,” the “Mother of a man.’ 

Nestorius’ persecutions of his opponents aroused a great storm in the church. 
Particularly strong was the protest by the Alexandrian patriarch, Cyril, and 
Pope Celestine, who condemned the new heretical teaching at a council 
gathered in Rome. Theodosius, wishing to put an end to these church dis- 
putes, convoked at Ephesus the Third Ecumenical Council, which condemned 
the Nestorian doctrine in the year 431. Nestorius was exiled to Egypt where 
he spent the remainder of his life. 
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The condemnation of Nestorianism did not end it; there still remained 
numerous followers of this teaching in Syria and Mesopotamia and the Em- 
peror ordered the administration of these provinces to take severe measures 
against them. The main center of Nestorianism was Edessa, the home of the 
famous school which spread the ideas of Antioch. In the year 489, during the 
reign of Zeno, this school was destroyed and the teachers and pupils were 
driven out of the city. They went to Persia and founded a new school at 
Nisibis. The king of Persia gladly admitted the Nestorians and offered them 
his protection, for, since he considered them enemies of the Empire, he 
counted on using them to his advantage when an opportunity arose. The 
Persian church of the Nestorian or Syro-Chaldean Christians, was headed by 
a bishop who bore the title of Catholicos. From Persia, Christianity in its 
Nestorian form spread widely into central Asia and was accepted by a con- 
siderable number of followers in India. 

The Council of Ephesus was followed in the Byzantine church itself, and 
in Alexandria in particular, by the development of new movements 1n op- 
position to Nestorianism. The followers of Cyril of Alexandria, while they 
believed in the preponderance of the divine nature over the human in Jesus 
Christ, arrived at the conclusion that the human was completely absorbed by 
the divine substance; hence Jesus Christ possessed but one—divine—nature. 
This new teaching was called Monophysitism, or the Monophysitic doctrine, 
and its followers are known as the Monophysites (from the Greek povos, 

“one,” and vats, “nature”). Monophysitism made great progress with the 
aid of two ardent Monophysites, the Alexandrian_hishap_Dioscorus, and 
Eutyches, the archimandrite of a monastery in Constantinople. The Emperor 
sided with Dioscorus, whom he considered an advocate of the ideas of Cyril 
of Alexandria. The new teaching was opposed by the patriarch of Constan- 
tinople and by Pope Leo J the Great. Dioscorus then urged the Emperor to 
call a council in the year 449-at_ Ephesus, which is known as the “Robber 
Council.” The Alexandrian party of Monophysites headed by Dioscorus, who 
presided at the council, forced members of the council who did not agree 
with them to recognize the teaching of Eutyches (Monophysitism) as ortho- 
dox and to condemn the opponents of the new doctrine. The Emperor rati- 
fied the decisions of the council, officially recognizing it as an ecumenical 
council. Naturally the council failed to establish harmony in the church. A 
period of stormy disturbances followed, during which Theodosius died, leav- 
ing to his successors the solution of the problem of Monophysitism, highly 
important in Byzantine history. 

Besides the stormy and significant religious events of the period of Theo- 
dosius there were a number of events in the internal life of the Empire which 
marked this epoch as historically important. | 
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The higher school at Constantinople—The_organizatiern—oefthe higher 
school at Constanti d the publication ian Code, which 


took place during the reign of Theodosius, were both of great significance 
in the life of the Byzantine Empire. 

Until the fifth century the city of Athens, the home of the famous philo- 
sophical school, was the main center of pagan teaching in the Roman Empire. 
Greek teachers of rhetoric and philosophy, better known as the sophists, came 
there from all parts of the Empire, some to display their knowledge and 
oratorical eloquence, others in hopes of obtaining good positions in the teach- 
ing profession. These teachers were supported partly from the imperial 
treasury, partly from the treasuries of the various cities. Tutoring and lecturing 
were also better paid in Athens than elsewhere. The triumph of Christianity 
at the end of the fourth century dealt the Athenian school a heavy blow, and 
intellectual life there was also greatly affected at the very close of the century 
by the devastating advances of the Visigoths into Greece. Even after the de- 
parture of Alaric and the Visigoths, the Athenian school did not rise to its 
former position; the number of philosophers was greatly decreased. Most 
severe of all was the blow dealt the Athenian pagan school by the organization 
of the higher school, or university, in Constantinople. 

When Constantinople became the capital of the Empire, many rhetoricians 
and philosophers came to the new city, so that even before Theodosius II a 
kind of high school may have existed there. Teachers and scholars were in- 
vited to Constantinople from Africa, Syria, and other places. St. Hieronymus 
remarked in his Chronicle (360-62 a.v.) : “Euanthius, the most learned gram- 
marian, died at Constantinople, and in his place Charisius was brought from 
Africa.”?*® Accordingly a recent student of the problems of the higher schools 
in Constantinople in the Middle Ages says that under Theodosius II the 
higher school was not founded but ut reorganized. 12° Tn the year 425 Theodosius 
II issued a decree dealing with the organization of a higher school.’®° There 
were to be thirty-one professors teaching grammar, rhetoric, jurisprudence, 
and philosophy. Three rhetors (oratores) and ten grammarians were to 
conduct their teaching in Latin, and five rhetors or sophists (sofistae) and ten 
grammarians were to teach in Greek. In addition to this the decree provided 
for one chair for philosophy and two chairs for jurisprudence. While Latin 
still remained the official language of the Empire, the foundation of Greek 
chairs at the University indicates that the Emperor was beginning to see that 
in the new capital Greek had undeniable rights as the language most spoken 
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and understood in the eastern part of the Empire. The number of Greek 
rhetors exceeded the number of Latin rhetors by two. The new higher school 
was given a separate building with large lecture rooms and auditoriums. The 
professors were forbidden to tutor anyone privately in their homes; they 
were to devote all their time and effort to teaching at the school. They were 
provided with a definite salary from the imperial exchequer and could 
advance to very high rank. This educational center at Constantinople became 
a dangerous rival of the Athenian pagan school, which was steadily declin- 
ing. In the subsequent history of the Byzantine Empire the higher school of 
Theodosius IT long stood as the center about which were assembled the best 
cultural forces of the Empire. 

Codex Theodosianus—From the period of Theodosius II also dates the 
oldest collection of decrees-of Roman-emperors which has heen_preserved. 
For a long time such a collection had been needed because the numerous 
separate decrees were easily forgotten and lost, thus introducing much con- 
fusion into the juridical practices of the day and creating many difficult situa- 
tions for the jurists. There were two earlier collections of decrees, the Gre- 
gorian and the Hermogenian codes (Codex Gregorianus and Codex Hermo- 
genianus), named perhaps after their authors, Gregory and Hermogenes, 
about whom little is known. The first collection dates back to the epoch of 
Diocletian and probably contained decrees from the period of Hadrian to 
that of Diocletian. The second collection, compiled during the reign of the 
successors of Diocletian in the fourth century, contained decrees dating from 
the late third century to the sixth decade of the fourth century. Neither of 
the two collections has survived; both are known only through the small 
fragments which have been preserved. 

Theodosius’ idea was to issue a collection of laws modeled after the two 
earlier collections. It was to contain decrees issued by the Christian emperors 
from Constantine the Great to Theodosius II, inclusive. The commission ap- 


A 


pointed by the Emperor produced, after eight years’ work, the so-called Codex 
Theodosianus, in Latin. It was published in the year 438 in the East and shortly 


afterwards it was introduced in the western part of the Empire. The code of 
Theodosius is divided into sixteen books, which in turn are subdivided into a 
definite number of titles (t:tulz). Each book treats of some phase of govern- 
ment, such as offices, military affairs, religious life. In each title the decrees are 
arranged In chronological order. TI The decrees which appeared after the publi- 


cation of the come were calles navel Med (leges novellae).*** 
The code of Theodosius is of very great historical importance. First, it 1s 
the most valuable sou fourth and fifth cen- 
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turies. Since it also embraces the period -when-Christranity became the state 


religion, this legal collection may_be considered as a sort of summary of what 
the new religion accomplished in the field of law and what changes it brought 
about in juridical practices. Furthermore, this codé, together with the earlier 
collections, formed a solid foundation for the subsequent juridical activities 
of Justinian. Finally, the code of Theodosius, introduced in the West during 
the period of Germanic migrations, together with the two earlier codes, later 
novels, and a few y other juridical mon ther juridical monuments of imperial Rome (the Institu- 
tions of Gaius, for example), exerted great influence, both direct and indirect, 
upon barbarian legislation. The famous “Roman Law of the Visigoths” (Lex 
Romana Visigothorum), intended for the Roman subjects of the Visigothic 
kingdom, is nothing more than an abridgment of the Theodosian code and 
the other sources mentioned. It is for this reason that the “Roman Law of the 
Visigoths” is also called the “Breviary of Alaric” (Breviartum Alaricianum), 
that is, an abridgment issued by the Visigoth king, Alaric II, in the early part 
of the sixth century. This is an instance of direct influence exerted by the 
code of Theodosius upon barbarian legislation. But still more frequent was 
its indirect influence through the Visigoth code. During the early Middle 
Ages, including the epoch of Charlemagne, western European legislation was 
influenced by the Breviarium, which became the chief source of Roman law 
in the West. This indicates clearly that Roman law at that period influenced 
western Europe but not through the code of Justinian, which spread in the 
West muchrtater, sometime during the twelfth century. This fact is some- 
times overlooked by scholars; and even such a distinguished historian as Fustel 
de Coulanges stated that “science has proved that Justinian’s collections of 
laws maintained their force in Gaul late into the Middle Ages.”**? The in- 
fluence of the code went still further, for the Breviartum of Alaric has ap- 
parently played some part in the history of Bulgaria. At least it is the opinion 
of the famous Croatian scholar, Bogisic¢, whose arguments were later de- 
veloped and confirmed by the Bulgarian scholar, Bobtchev, that the Breviar- 
sum Alaricianum was sent by Pope Nicholas I to the Bulgarian king Boris, 
after he had petitioned the pope in the year 866 to send to Bulgaria “the 
mundane laws” (/eges mundanac). In answer to this demand the pope, in 
his “Responses to the Consults of the Bulgarians” (Responsa papae Nicolas 
ad consulta Bulgarorum), announced that he was sending them the “vener- 
able laws of the Romans” (venerandae Romanorum leges), which Bogisic and 
Bobtchev considered to be the breviary of Alaric.’** Even if this be so, the 
value of this code in the life of the ancient Bulgarians should not be exag- 
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gerated, because only a few years later Boris broke away from the Roman 
curia and drew nearer to Constantinople. But the mere fact that the pope sent 
the Breviarium may indicate its significance in European life during the ninth 
century. All these instances show clearly the great and widespread influence 
of the Codex Theodosianus.'** 

The walls of Constantinople—Among the important events of the time 
of Theodosius was the construction of the walls of Constantinople. Constan- 
tine the Great had surrounded the new capital with a wall. By the time of 
Theodosius II the i a ap sep of this wall. It became 
necessary to devise new means for the defense of the city against the attacks 
of enemies. The fate of Rome, taken by Alaric in the year 410, became a 
serious warning for Constantinople, since it too was menaced in the first 
half of the fifth century by the savage Huns. 

The solution of this very difficult problem was undertaken by some of the 
gifted and energetic men of Theodosius’ court. The walls were built in two 
shifts. In 413, during the early childhood of Theodosius, the praetorian pre- 
fect, Anthemius, who was at that time regent, erected a wall with numerous 
towers which extended from the Sea-of Marmora to the Golden Horn, some- 
what to the west of Constantine’s wall. This new wall of Anthemius, which 
saved the capital from the attack of Attila, exists even today north of the Sea 
of Marmora as far as the ruins of the Byzantine palace known as the Tekfour 
Serai. After a violent earthquake which destroyed the wall, the praetorian 
prefect Constantine repaired it and also built around it another wall with 
many towers and surrounded with a deep ditch filled with water. Thus, on 
land, Constantinople had a threefold series of defenses, the two walls sepa- 
rated by a terrace and the deep ditch which surrounded the outer wall. Under 
the administration of Cyrus, prefect of the city, new walls were also con- 
structed along the seashore. The two inscriptions on the walls dating back 
to this period, one Greek and the other Latin, speak of the building activities 
of Theodosius. They are still legible today. The name of Cyrus is also asso- 
ciated with the introduction of night illumination of the streets in the capi- 
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Theodosius II died in the year 450. In spite of his weakness and lack of 
ability as a statesman, his long reign was very significant for subsequent his- 
tory, especially from the cultural point of view. By a lucky choice of responsible 
officials, Theodosius succeeded _in_accomplishing great results. The higher 


school of Constantinople and the code of Theodosius still remain splendid 
monuments of the cultural movement in the first half of the fifth century. 


The city walls built during this-period made Constantinople impregnable 
for many centuries to the enemies of the Byzantine Empire. N. H. Baynes 
remarked: “In some sense the walls of Constantinople represented for the 
East the gun and gunpowder, for lack of which the Empire in the West 
perished.”**° 


Marcian (450-57) and Leo I (457-74). Aspar 


Thedosius died leaving no heir. His aged sister Pulcheria agreed to become 
the nominaf wi rcian, a Thracian by birth, who was later proclaimed 
Emperor. Marcian was a very capable but modest soldier and rose to the throne 
only because of the entreaties of the influential general Aspar, of Alan descent. 

The Gothic problem,which became a real menace to the state at the end 
of the fourth, and early part of the fifth century, was settled during the time 
of Arcadius in favor of the government. However, the Gothic element in the 
Byzantine army continued fluence in the-Empire, though in a 
very reduced measure; and in the middle of the fifth century the barbarian 
Aspar, supported by the Goths, made a final effort to restore the former power 
of the Goths. He was successful for a while. Two emperors, Marcian and 

Leol, were raised to the throne by the efforts.of Aspar, whase_Arian leanings 
were the only obstacle to his awn accession to the throne. Once more the 
capital openly began to express its discontent with Aspar, his family, and the 
barbarian influence in the army in general. Two events aggravated the ten- 
sion between the Goths and the population of the capital. The sea expedition 
to northern Africa against_ st the Vandals, which Leo I undertook with great 
expenditure of money and effort, proved : a complete failure. The population 
accused Aspar of treason because he ‘had ae ed it, naturally 
enough, since the purpose was to crush the Vandals, that is, the Germans. 
Aspar then obtained from Leo the rank of Caesar for his son, the highest 
rank in the Empire. The Emperor decided to free himself of Germanic power 
and with the aid of a number of warlike Isaurians quartered in the capital 
killed Aspar and part of his family, dealing a final blow to Germanic influ- 
ence at the court of Constantinople. For these murders Leo I received from 
his contemporaries the name of Makelles, that is, “Butcher,” but the historian 
N. Baynes, “The Vita S. Danielis,” English 136 The Byzantine Empire, 27. 
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Th. I Uspensky affirmed that this alone may justify the surname “Great” 


sometimes given Leo, since it was_a-significant-step-in-the direction of 
nationalizing the army _an ening the dominance of barbarian 
troops.'*4 


e Huns, who constituted so great a menace to the Empire, moved at the 
beginning of Marcian’s reign from the middle Danube to the western prov- 
inces of the Empire, where they later fought the famous Catalaunian battle. 
Shortly afterwards Attila died. His enormous empire fell to ruin so that the 
Hunnic danger to the Byzantine Empire disappeared in the latter years of 
Marcian’s reign. 

The Fourth Ecumenical Council,—Marcian inherited from his predecessor 
a very complicated state of affairs in the church. The Monophysites were now 
triumphant. Marcian, favoring the stand taken by the first two ecumenical 
councils, could not become reconciled to this triumph, and in the year 451 
he called the Fourth Ecumenical Council, at Chalcedon, which proved to 
be of great importance for all subsequent history. The number of delegates 
to this council was very large and included legates representing the pope. 

The council condemned the_acts of the Robber Council of Ephesus and 
deposed Dioscorus. Then it worked out a new religious formula completely 
rejecting the doctrine of the Monophysites and wholly according with the 
views of the Pope of Rome. The Council affirmed “one and the same Christ 
in two natures Without confusion or change, division or_se ion.” The 
dogmas proved By this Council of Chalcedon, triumphantly confirming the 
main doctrines of the first ecumenical councils, became the basis of the re- 
ligious teachings of the orthodox church. 


The decisions of the Council of Chalcedon were also of great political sig- 
nificance in Byzantine history. The Byzantine government, by openly oppos- 
ing Monephysitrsmrin the fifth century, alienated the eastern provinces, Syria 
and Egypt, where the majority of the population was Monophysitic. The 
Monophysites remained true to their religious doctrine even after the con- 
demnations of the council of 451 and were unwilling to make any compro- 
mises. The Egyptian church abolished the use of Greek in its services and 
introduced the native Egyptian (Coptic) language. The religious disturb- 
ances in Jerusalem, Alexandria, and Antioch caused by the forced introduc- 
tion of the decisions of the council assumed the character of serious national 
revolts and were suppressed by the civil and military authorities only after 
much bloodshed. The suppression of these revolts, however, did not settle 
the fundamental problems of the period. Against the background of the con- 
flicting religious disputes, which became more and more acute, clearly defined 
racial contradictions, particularly in Syria and Egypt, began to appear. The 
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Egyptian and Syrian native populations were gradually becoming convinced 
of the desirability of seceding from the Byzantine Empire. The religious dis- 
turbances in the eastern provinces, aided by the composition of the popula- 
tion, created toward the seventh century conditions which facilitated the trans- 
fer of these rich and civilized districts into the hands of first the Persians and 
later the Arabs. 
The twenty-eighth canon of the Council of Chalcedon, which called forth 
a correspondence between the Emperor and the pope, was also of great im- 
portance. Although not confirmed by the pope, this carton was generally 
accepted in the East. It raised the questien_of the rank of the patriarch of 
Constantinople in relation to the Pepe of Rome, a question already decided 
by the third canon of the Second Ecumenical Council. Following this decision, 
the twenty-eighth canon of the Chalcedon council gave “equal privileges to 
the most_holy-throne of New Rome, rightly judging that the city which is 
honored with the Sovereignty and the Senate and enjoys equal privileges with 
¥ the ald Imperial Rome should in ecclesiastical matters also be magnified as 
she is, and rank next after her.”*** Furthermore, the same canon granted the 
archbishop of Constantinople the right to ordain bishops for the provinces 
of Pontus, Asia, and Thrace, inhabited by people of various tribes. “It is sufh- 
cient to recall,” said Th. I. Uspensky, “that these three names embraced all 
the Christian missions in the East, in southern Russia, and in the Balkan 
peninsula, as well as all those acquisitions of the eastern clergy which could 
eventually be made in the indicated districts. At least, this is the opinion of 
later Greek canonists who defended the rights of the Constantinopolitan 
patriarch. Such, in brief, is the universal historical significance of the twenty- 
eighth canon.”?*? Both Marcian and Leo I, then, were emperors of strict 


orthodox mind. 
Zeno (474-91). Odovacar and Theodoric the Ostrogoth 


After the death of Leo I (474) the throne passed to his six-year-old grand- 
son, Leo, who died in the same year, after conferring the imperial rank upon 
his father, Zeno. Following the death of his son, Zeno became sole emperor 
(474-91). His accession to the throne marks the supplanting of the former 
Germanic influence at the court by a new barbarian influence, that of the 
Isaurians, a savage race of which he was a member. The Isaurians now oc- 
cupied the best positions and most responsible posts in the capital. Very soon 
Zeno became aware that even among his own people men were plotting 
against him, and he showed much determination in quelling the revolt in 
mountainous Isauria, ordering the inhabitants to pull down the greater part 
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of their fortifications. The dominance of Isaurians in the Empire continued, 
however, throughout Zeno’s lifetime. 

During the period of Zenos—reign-very-significant events took place in 
Jealy. In the second half of the fifth century the importance of the leaders of 
German troops increased very greatly until their will was almost decisive in 
spaking and deposing Roman coiperoes in_the West. In the year 476 one 
of these barbarian chiefs, Qdovacar, deposed the last western emperor, the 
young Romulus Augustulus, and himself became the ruler of Italy. In order 
to make his rule in Italy more secure, he sent ambassadors to Zeno from the 
Roman Senate with the assurance that Italy needed no separate emperor and 
that Zeno might be the ruler of the entire Empire. At the same time Odovacar 
asked Zeno to confer upon him the rank of Roman patrician and to entrust to 
him the administration of Italy. This request was granted and Odovacar be- 
came the legally appointed-ruler-of Italy. The year 476 formerly was con- 
sidered the year of the fall of the Western Roman Empire, but this is not 
correct, because in the fifth century there was still no separate Western Roman 
Empire. There was, as before, one Roman Empire ruled by two emperors, 
one in the eastern, the other in the western, part. In the year 476 there was 
again only one emperor in the Empire, namely Zeno, the ruler of the eastern 
part. 

Upon becoming the ruler of Italy, Odovacar assumed an attitude of marked 
independence. Zeno was fully aware of it; unable to struggle against Odovacar 
openly, he decided to act through the Ostrogoths. The latter, after the collapse 
of the power of Attila, remained in Pannonia and, under the leadership of 


their king, Theodoric, carried on deyastating raids in the Balkan peninsula, 


menacing even the capital of the Empire. Zeno succeeded in directing the 


attention of Theodoric to the rich provinces of Italy, thus attaining a double V 
aim: He got rid of his dangerous northern neighbors and settled his dis- 


agreements with the undesirable ruler of Italy through the efforts of an out- 
side party. In any Gvent Theodoricin Tealy was Tess of a menace to Zeno than 
he would have been had he remained in the Balkan peninsula. 

Theodoric moved on to Italy, defeated Odovacar, seized his principal city, 
Ravenna, and after Zeno’s death, founded his Ostrogothic kingdom on Italian 
territory with the capital at Ravenna. The Balkan peninsula was thus def- 
nitely freed from the Ostrogothic menace. 

The Henoticon.—The main internal problem during the reign of Zeno 
was the religious problem, which continued to cause many disturbances. In 
Egypt and Syria and to some extent in Palestine and Asia Minor, the popula- 
tion held firmly to the doctrine of gone nature. The firm orthodox policy of 
the two emperors who preceded Zeno was little applauded in the eastern 
provinces. The leaders of the church were fully aware of the seriousness of 
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the situation. The Patriarch of Constantinople, Acacius, who at first favored 
the decisions of Chalcedon, and the Patriarch of Alexandria, Peter Mongus, 
were particularly anxious to find some way of reconciling the dissenting 
parties in the church. They proposed to Zeno that he attempt to reach some 
mutual agreement by means of compromises on both sides. Zeno accepted 
this proposal and issued in 482 the Act of Union, or the Henoticon (évwrexov), 
addressed to the churches subject to the Patriarch of Alexandria. In this act 
he tried above all to avoid any sign of disrespect toward either the orthodox 
or the Monophysitic teachings-on the union in Jesus Christ of two natures, 
the divine and the human. The Henoticon recognized as entirely sufficient 
the religious foundations developed at the first and second ecumenical coun- 
cils and ratified at the third council; it anathematized Nestorius and Eutyches, 
as well as all their followers, and stated that Jesus Christ was “ofthe same 
nature with the Father in the Godhead and also of the same nature with us 
in the ‘manhood.’ ’ Yet it obviously avoided the use of the phrases “o “one nature” 
or “two natures’ > and did not mention the statement of the Council of Chalce- 
don in regard to theunian of two natures in Christ The Council of Chalce- 
don is mentioned in the Henoticon only once, in this statement: “And here 
we anathematize all who have held, or hold now or at any time, whether in 
Chalcedon or in any other synod whatsoever, any different belief.”**° 
At first the Henoticon seemed to improve conditions in Alexandria, but 
in the long run it failed to satisfy ¢ither-the-orthodox or the Monophysites. 
The former could not become reconciled to the concessions made to the 
Monophysites; the latter, in view of ity in the statements of 
the Henoticon, the concessions insufficient, and new_complica- 
tions were thus Frese ier = Sse a life of the Byzantine Empire. 
The number of religious parties increased. Part_of the clergy favored the idea 
of reconciliation and supported the Act of Union, while the extremists in both 
the orthodox and the Monophysitic movements were unwilling to make any 
compromise. . These firmly orthodox men were called the Akoimetoi, that is 
“the Sleepless,” because the services in their monasteries were held continu- 
ously during the day and night, so that they had to divide their groups into 
three relays; the extreme Monophysites were called the Akephaloi, that is “the 
Headless,” because they did not recognize the leadership of the Alexandrian 
Patriarch, who accepted the Henoticon. The Pope of Rome also protested 
against the Henoticon. He analyzed the complaints of the eastern clergy, dis- 
satished with the decree, then studied the Act of Union itself and decided to 
excommunicate and anathematize the Patriarch of Constantinople, Acacius, 
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ata council gathered in Rome. In reply Acacius ceased to mention the pope in 
his prayers. This was in reality the first true breach between the eastern and 
western churches; it continued until the year 518, when Justin I ascended 
the throne.’** Thus the political breach between the eastern_and_ western 
parts of the Empire, in evidence since the founding in the fifth century of 
the barbarian German kingdoms in the West, became wider during the reign 
of Zeno because of the religious secession. | 


Anastasius I (491-518) 


Settlement of the Isaurian problem. The Persiaa_War. Bulgarian and Slavic 
attac Lon Rel, st—Following the death of 
Zeno, his widow, Ariadne, chose the aged Anastasius, a native of Dyrrachium, 
who held the rather minor court position of silentiary (sélentiarius).'*” Anas- 
tasius was crowned as emperor only after he had signed a written promise 
not to introduce any ecclesiastical innovations, a_promise extracted by the 
Patriarch of Constantinople, an. ncil of Chalcedon. 

Anastasius’ first problem was to settle with the Jsaurians, who had acquired 
so much authority duging the reign of Zeno. Their privileged position irri- 
tated the population of the capital and when it was also discovered that after 
the death of Zeno they were plotting against the new Emperor, Anastasius 


acted with dispatch. He removed them from the responsible posts,canfiscated 
their property, and drove them gutof the capital. A long and hard struggle 


followed this action, and only after six years of fighting were the Isaurians 
completely subjugated in their native Isauria. Many of them were transported 
to Thrace. The great service of Anastasius was this decisive settlement of the 
Isaurian problem. 

Among external events, in addition to-the-exhausting and profitless war 
with Persia, the state of affairs on the Danube boundary was of great conse- 
quence to subsequent history. After the departure of the Ostrogoths to Italy, 
devastating raids against the northern boundary were undertaken by the 
Bulgarians, Getae, and Scythians during the reign_of Anastasius I. The Bul- 
garians, who raided the borders of Byzantine 4esritory during the fifth 
century, were a people of Hunnic (Turkish) origin. They are first men- 
tioned in the Balkan peninsula during the reign of Zeno in connection with 
the Ostrogothic migrations north of the Byzantine Empire. 

As to the rather “vague names of Getae and Scythians, the chroniclers of 
that period were not well informed about the ethnographic composition of 
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the northern peoples; hence it is very likely that these were collective names, 
and historians consider it probable that some Slavic tribes were included 
among them. Theophylact, the Byzantine writer of the early seventh century, 
directly identified the Getae with the Slavs.’** Thus, during the reign of 
oe Slavs, together with the Bulgarians, first began their irruptions 
int the Balkan peninsula. According to one source, “a Getic cavalry” devas- 
tated Macedonia, Thessaly, and Epirus, and reached as far as Thermopylae.*** 
Some scholars have even advanced the theory that the Slavs entered the 
Balkan peninsula at an earlier period. The Russian scholar Drinov, for ex- 
ample, on the basis of his study of geographical and personal names in the 
peninsula, placed the beginning of Slavic settlement in the Balkan peninsula 
in the late second century a.p.**° 

The attacks of the Bulgarians and Slays during the reign of Anastasius were 
not of very great consequence-for-that-epoch, for these bands of barbarians, 
after robbing the Byzantine population, went back to the places from which 
they came. Yet these raids were the forerunners of the great Slavic irruptions 
into the Balkan peninsula in the sixth century during the reign of Justinian. 

In order to protect the capital against the northern barbarians, Anastasius 
erected in Thrace; about forty miles west of Canstantinople, the so-called 
“Long Wall” which extended from the Sea of Marmora to the Black Sea, 
“making the city,” said one source, “practically an island instead of a penin- 
sula.”**° This wall did not fulfill the purpose for which it was erected, how- 
ever. Because of its hurried construction and the breaches made by earth- © 
quakes it did not serve as a real barrier to the enemy’s approach to the city 
walls. The modern Turkish fortifications of the Chatalja lines erected in 
almost the same place pretty closely approximate the Anastasian wall, traces 
of which may still be seen today. 

In western Europe further important changes were taking place in the 
time of Anastasius. Theodaric became the king of Italy; and in the far north- 
west Clovis founded a strong Frankish kingdom even before Anastasius 
ascended the throne. Both these kingdoms were established on territory which 
theoretically belonged to the Roman, in this case the Byzantine, emperor. 
Quite naturally, the distafit Frankish kingdom could inno way be dependent 
upon Constantinople; yet in the eyes efthe ¢ conquered natives the power of 
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the newcomers had-real-authority only after official approval from the shores 
of the Bosphorus. So it was that when the Goths proclaimed Theodoric king 
of Italy “without waiting,” said a contemporary chronicler, “for directions 
from the new princeps [Anastasius],”**7 Theodoric nevertheless asked the 
latter to send him the insignia of imperial power previously returned to Zeno 
by Odovacar. After long negotiations and the sending of several envoys to 
Constantinople, Anastasius recognized Theodoric as the ruler of Italy, and the 


latter then became the legal sovereign in the eyes of the native population.*** 


The Arian beliefs of the Goths stood in the way of tween 
the Goths and the natives of Italy. 


To Clovis, the king of the Franks, Anastasius sent a diploma conferring 
upon him the consulship, which Clovis accepted with gratitude.’*® This, of 
course, was only an honorary consulship, which did not involve the exercise 
of the duties of the position. Nevertheless it was of great importance to Clovis. 
The Roman population in Gaul looked upon the eastern emperor as the bearer 
of supreme authority, who alone could bestow all other power. The diploma 
of Anastasius conferring the consulship proved to the Gallic population the 
legality of Clovis’ rule over them. It made him a sort of viceroy of the province, 
which theoretically still remained a part of the Roman Empire. 

These relations of the Byzantine emperor with the Germanic kingdom 
show clearly that in the late fifth and early sixth centuries the idea of a single 
empire was still very strong. 

The religious policy of Anastasius. The rebellion of Vitalian. Intergal re- 
forms.—In spite of the promise of the Patriarch of Constantinople not to in- 
troduce any ecclesiastical innovations, Anastasius in_his religious policy fa- 
vored Menophysitism ; somewhat later, he openly sided with the Monophy- 
sites. This act was greeted with joy in Egypt and Syria, where Monophysitism 
was widespread. In the capital, however, the Monophysitic leanings of the 
Emperor aroused great confusion and when Anastasius, following the ex- 
ample of Antioch, ordered that the Trisagion (“Holy, Holy, Holy, Lord God 
of Hosts”) be chanted with the addition of the words “who wast crucified 
for us,” (that is, “Holy God, Holy Strong One, Holy Immortal One, crucified 
for us, be merciful to us”), great disturbances took place in Constantinople 
and almost brought about the deposition of the Emperor. 

This religious policy of Anastasius led to the rebellion of Vitalian in Thrace. 
At the head of a large army composed of Huns, Bulgarians, and perhaps 
Slavs, and aided by a large fleet, Vitalian advanced toward the capital. His 
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aim was political; he wished to depose the Emperor. But to the world he 
announcé rT that he rose to defend the oppressed _orthedex—church. After a 
long and strenuous struggle the rebellion was finally suppressed. This revolt 
was of no little importance in history. “By three times bringing his heterogene- 


ous troops close-te-Constantinople and by obtaining from the government 
| sd ccadniacel epee” aid th 1 Alene atin whedea to the 


? barbarransthre-weakness of the Empire and the great riches of Constantinople, 

and taught them something about combined m movement on land and sea.”**° 

The internal policy of Anastasius, not yet sufficiently studied or evaluated 

in historical literature, was marked by intense activity and affected important 
economic and financial problems of the Empire. _ 

One of his very important financial reforms was the abolition of the hated 
chrysargyron, a tax_paid in gold and silver (in Latin it was called Justralis 
collatio, or sometimes by a fuller name, lustralis auri argentive collatio). This 
tax, from as far back as the early_part of the fourth century, applied to all the 
handicrafts and_professions in the Empire, even to servants, beggars, and 
prostitutes. It was levied, perhaps, even on the ‘tools and livestock of the 
farmers, such as horses, mules, donkeys, and dogs. The poor classes suffered 
particularly from the burden of the chrysargyron. Officially, this tax’ was 
supposed to be collected onty-once-tr five years, but in reality the date for its 
collection was set by the administration arbitrarily and unexpectedly, and 
these frequent collections at times drove the population to despair.'*' In spite 
of the large income poured into the government treasury from this tax, 
Anastasius definitely abolished it and pubhcly burned all the documents con- 
nected with it. The population greeted the abolition of the tax with great 
joy; to describe this imperial favor, according to one historian of the sixth 
century, one “needs the eloquence of Thucydides or something still more lofty 
and graceful.”**” A Syriac source of the sixth century described the joy with 
which the edict of abolition was received in the city of Edessa: 

The whole city rejoiced, and they all put on white garments, both small and 
great, and carried lighted tapers and censers full of burning incense, and went 
forth with psalms and hymns, giving thanks to God and praising the emperor, to 
the church of St. Sergius and St. Simeon, where they celebrated the eucharist. They 
then re-entered the city and kept a glad and merry festival during the whole week, 
and enacted that they should celebrate this festival every year. All the artisans were 


reclining and enjoying themselves, bathing and feasting in the court of the great 
Church and in all the porticos of the city. 


150 Byzantine Empire, I, 352. ed. Bidez and Parmentier, 137. E. W. Brooks, 
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The amount raised by the chrysargyron at Edessa was 140 pounds of gold 
every four years.'®® The abolition of this tax gave special satisfaction to the 
church, because, by participating in the earnings of prostitutes, the tax im- 
plicitly gave legal sanction to vice.’** 

Of course the abolition of the chrysargyron deprived the exchequer of con- 
siderable revenue but this loss was-very-soon made good by the introduction 
of a new tax, the chrysoteleia (xpvoorédera), a “gold tax,” or “a tax in gold,” 
or a taX in cash instead of kind. It was apparently.a land tax, which Anastasius 
applied to the support of the army. This also weighed heavily on the poorer 
classes, so that the whole financial reform had in view a more regular distribu- ~ 
tion of tax burdens rath inution of them.’** Perhaps the most 
important financial reform of Anastasius was the abalition, upon the advice 


of his trusted praetorian prefect, the Syrian Marinus, of the system under 
which the town corporations (curiae) were responsible for collecting the 


taxes of the municipalities; Anastasius assigned this task to offcials named 
vindices; were appointed by the praetorian prefect. Although 


this new system of collecting the taxes increased the revenue considerably, it 
was modified in following reigns. Under Anastasius. the problem of sterile 
lands seems to have become more-acute_than ever. The burden of additional 
taxation fell on persons unahle to pay,-as well as on the unproductive land. 
The owners of productive land thus became responsible for the full payment 
of taxes to the government. This additional assessment, called in Greek “epi- 
bole” (é:Bod7), that is, “increase,” “surcharge,” was a very old institution 
going back to Ptolemaic Egypt. It was enacted with particular firmness dur- 
ing the reign of Justinian the Great.'*® Anastasius also decreed that a free 
peasant-tenant, who had lived in the same place _{ irty years, became a 
colonus,a man attached to the soil, but he did not lose his personal freedom and 
right to own soo 

The time of Anastasius I was marked also by the great currency reform. 
In the year 498 the large bronze _follis with its smaller denominations was 
introduced. The new coinage was welcome, especially to the poorer citizens, 
for the copper money in circulation had become scarce, was bad in quality, 
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and had no marks of value. The new coins were struck at the three mints 
which were in operation under Anastasius, at Constantinople, Nicomedia, 
and Antioch. The bronze coinage introduced by Anastasius remained the 
model of imperial currency until about the second half of the seventh cen- 
tury.?57 

To his list of humanitarian reforms Anastasius added a decree forbidding 
fights between men and beasts in the circus. 

Although Anastasius often var gr to many provinces and 
cities, especially those in the East devastated by the Persian War, and al- 
though he carried out a building program including the Long Wall, aque- 
ducts, the 6 REE HReeR and other projects, the government to- 
ward the end of his reign still possessed a large reserve which the historian 
Procopius estimated, perhaps with some exaggeration, at 320 thousand pounds 
of gold, equivalent to about $65,000,000 or $70,000,000."°* The economy of 
Anastasius was of great importance to the abundant activities of his second 
successor, Justinian the Great. The time of Anastasius was a splendid introduc- 
tion to the Justinian epoch. 


Summary 


The main interest of the RR per ee ending with 
Anastasius (395-518) lies in the national and religious problems and in the 
political events, which were al ulways closely connected with the religious move- 
ments. The Germanic, or, to be more exact, the Gothic, tyranny grew very 
strong in the capjta] and menaced the entire state in the late fourth century. 
This was further complicated by the Arian leanings of the Goths. This menace 
decreased at the beginning of the fifth century under Arcadius and was com- 
pletely removed by_Leo J at the time of its later and much weaker outburst 
in the middle of the fifth century. Then, at the end of the century, came the 
new Ostrogothic menace from the north, which was successfully diverted by 
Zeno into Italy. Thus the Germanic problem in the eastern part of the Empire 
was settled to the advantage of the government. 

The eastern part of the Empire was also successful in achieving in the second 


half of the Afth century a favorable settlement of the less acute and significant 
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national problem, that_of the Isaurian predominance. The Bulgarians and 
Slavs were only beginning their attacks upenthe borders of the Empire during 
this-period and it was not yet possible to foretell the great role which these 


northern peoples were cS pee wags race aa Byzantine Em- 
pire. The period of Anastasius may be viewed as only an introduction to the 
Slavic epoch in the Balkan peninsula. 

The religious problem of this epoch falls into two phases: the orthodox, 
up to the time of Zeno, and the Monophysitic, under Zeno and Anastasius. 
Zeno’s favorable attitude towards the Monophysitic doctrine and the explicit 
Monophysitic sympathies of Anastasius were important not only from the 
dogmatical point of view but from the political point _of view as well. By the 
end of the fifth century the western part of the Empire, in spite of a theoreti- 
cally recognized unity, had practically detached itself from Constantinople. In 
Gaul, in Spain, and in northern Africa new barbaric kingdoms were formed; 
Italy was practically ruled by German chiefs, and at the end of the fifth cen- 
tury the Ostrogothic kingdom was founded on Italian territory. This state 
of affairs explains why the eastern provinces—Egypt, Palestine, and Syria— 
became of exceptionally great importance to the eastern half of the Empire. 
The great merit of both Zeno and Anastasius lies in the fact that they under- 
stood that the center of gravity had shifted_and, appreciating the importance 
of the eastern provinces, they used every possible means to find a way of 
binding them to the capital. Since these provinces, especially Egypt and Syria, 
were in general devoted to the Monophysitic doctrine, there could be only 
one course for the Empire—to make peace with the Monophysites at any cost. 
This explains Zeno’s evasive and purposely rather obscure Henoticon. It was 
one of the first steps toward the reconciliation with the } Monophysit sites. When 
this attempt failed to bring results, Anastasius decided to follow a very definite 
Monophysitic policy. Both these emperors were politically perspicacious rulers 
as compared with the emperors of the subsequent period. In their Monophy- 
sitic policy both were confronted by the orthodox movement, widely sup- 
ported in the capital, in the Balkan peninsula, in most of the provinces of 
Asia Minor, in the islands, and in some portions of Palestine. Orthodoxy was 
cause of the Henoticon. The inevitability of the collision between politics and 
religion explains the internal religious upheavals during the reign of Anas- 
tasius. He did not succeed in bringing about during his lifetime the desired 
peace and harmony within the Empire. His successors, moreover, led the 
Empire along an entirely different path, and alienation of the eastern provinces 
was already beginning to be felt at the end of this period. 

On the whole this was a period of struggle on the part of the different 
nationalities, spurred by greatly differing aims and hopes: the Germans and 
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the Isaurians wanted to attain political supremacy, while the Copts in Egypt 
and the Syrians were concerned primarily with the triumph of their religious 
doctrines. 


LITERATURE, LEARNING, EDUCATION, AND ART 


The developments in literature, learning, and education during the period 
from the fourth to the beginning of the sixth century are closely connected 
with the relations established between Christianity and the ancient pagan 
world with its great culture. The debates of the Christian apologists of the 
sécond and third centuries on the question of whether or not it was permissible 
for a Christian to use pagan materials brought no definite conclusion. While 
some of the apologists found merit in Greek culture and considered it recon- 
cilable with Christianity, others denied that pagan antiquity was of any sig- 
nificance to the Christian and repudiated it. A different attitude prevailed in 
Alexandria, the old center of heated philosophic and religious disputes, where 
discussions on the compatibility of ancient paganism with Christianity tended 


to draw together these two seemingly irreconcilable elements. Clement of 
Alexandria, for example, the famous writer of the late second century, said: 


“Philosophy, serving as a guide, prepares those who are called by Christ to 
perfection. **” Sull, the problem of the relation between pagan culture and 
Christianity was by no means settled by the debates of the first three centuries 
cicLw; °°  . -  ._— 2. 

But life did its work, and pagan society was gradually being converted to 
Christianity, which received a particularly great impetus in the fourth century. 
It was aided on the one hand by the protection of the government, and on 
the other by the numerous so-called “heresies,” which awakened intellectual 
disputes, aroused passionate discussions, and created a series of new and im- 
portant questions. Meanwhile Christianity was gradually absorbing many of 
the elements of pagan culture, so that, according to Krumbacher, “Christian 
topics were being unconsciously clothed in pagan garb.”*°° Christian litera- 
ture of the fourth and fifth centuries was enriched by the works of great 
writers in the field of prose as well as that of poetry. At the same time the 
pagan traditions were continued and developed by representatives of pagan 
thought. 

In the wide realm of the Roman Empire, within the boundaries which ex- 
isted until the Persian and Arabian conquests of the seventh century, the 
Christian Orient of the fourth and fifth centuries had several distinct, well- 
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known literary centers, whose representative writers exerted great influence 
far beyond the limits of their native cities and provinces. Cappadocia, in Asia 
Minor, had in the fourth century the three famous “Cappadocians,” Basil the 
Great, his friend Gregory the Theologian, and Gregory of Nyssa, younger 
brother of Basil. Important cultural centers in Syria were the cities of Antioch 
and Berytus (Beirut) on the seacoast; the latter was particularly famous for 
studies in the field of law, and the time of its brilliance lasted from about 200 
to 551 a.D.'*' In Palestine, Jerusalem had at this time not yet completely re- 
covered from the destruction during the reign of Titus, and consequently it 
did not play a very significant part in the cultural life of the fourth and fifth 
centuries. But Caesarea, and toward the end of the fourth century, the southern 
Palestinian city of Gaza, with its flourishing school of famous rhetoricians 
and poets, contributed much to the treasures of thought and literature in 
this period. But above all these the Egyptian city of Alexandria still remained 
the center which exerted the widest and deepest influence upon the entire 
Asiatic Orient. The new city of Constantinople, destined to have a brilliant 
future in the time of Justinian, was only beginning to show signs of literary 
activity. Here the official protection of the Latin language, somewhat detached 
from actual life, was particularly pronounced. Of some importance to the 
general cultural and literary movements of this epoch were two other western 
centers of the eastern Empire, Thessalonica and Athens, the latter with its 
pagan academy, eclipsed in later years by its victorious rival, the University 
of Constantinople. 

A comparison of the cultural developments in the eastern and the western 
provinces of the Byzantine Empire reveals an interesting phenomenon: in 
European Greece, with its old population, spiritual activity and creativeness 
were infinitely small in comparison with developments in the provinces of 
Asia and Africa, despite the fact that the greater part of these provinces, ac- 
cording to Krumbacher, were “discovered” and colonized only from the time 
of Alexander the Great. The same scholar, resorted to “our favorite modern 
language of numbers,” and asserted that the European group of Byzantine 
provinces was responsible for only ten per cent of the general cultural pro- 
ductivity of this period.*®* In truth, the majority of writers of this epoch came 
from Asia and Africa, whereas after the founding of Constantinople almost all 
the historians were Greeks. Patristic literature had its brilliant period of 
development in the fourth, and the early part of the fifth, century. 

The Cappadocians Basil the Great and Gregory of Nazianzus received an 
admirable education in the best rhetorical schools of Athens and Alexandria. 
Unfortunately, no definite information exists about the early education of 
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Basil’s younger brother, Gregory of Nyssa, the most profound thinker of the 
three. They were all well acquainted with classical literature and represented 
the so-called “new Alexandrian” movement. This movement, while using 
the acquisitions of philosophical thinking, insisting upon a place for reason 
in the study of religious dogma, and refusing to adopt the extremes of the 
mystical-allegorical movement of the so-called “Alexandrian” school, still did 
not discard the church tradition. In addition to the wealth of literary works 
on purely theological subjects wherein they ardently defend orthodoxy in its 
struggle with Arianism, these three writers left also a large collection of 
orations and letters. This collection constitutes one of the richest sources of 
cultural material for the period and even yet it has not been fully exhausted 
from a historical point of view. Gregory of Nazianzus also left a number 
of poems, which are chiefly theological, dogmatical, and didactic but are also 
somewhat historical. His long poem About His Own Life should by reason of 
form and content take a high place in the field of literature in general. 
Brilliant as they were, these three writers were the only representatives of 
their city. “When these three noble geniuses had passed away, Cappadocia 
returned into the obscurity from which they had drawn it.”?* 

Antioch, the Syrian center of culture, produced in opposition to the Alex- 
andrian school its own movement, which defended the literal acceptance of 
the Holy Scriptures without allegorical interpretations. This movement was 
headed by such unusual men of action as the pupil of Libanius and favorite of 
Antioch, John Chrysostom. He combined thorough classical education with 
unusual stylistic and oratorical ability and his numerous works constitute one 
of the world’s great literary treasures. Later generations fell under the spell 
of his genius and high moral qualities, and literary movements of subsequent 
periods borrowed ideas, images, and expressions from his works as from an 
unlimited source. So great was his reputation that in the course of time many 
works of unknown authors have been ascribed to him; but his authentic 
works, sermons, and orations and more than two hundred letters, written 
mainly during his exile, represent an extremely valuable source regarding the 
internal life of the Empire.’** The attitude of posterity is well characterized 
by a Byzantine writer of the fourteenth century, Nicephorus Callistus, who 
wrote: “I have read more than a thousand sermons by him, which pour forth 
unspeakable sweetness. From my youth I have loved him and listened to his 
voice as if it were that of God. And what I know and what I am, I owe to 
him,”?®* 
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From the Palestinian city of Caesarea came the “father of ecclesiastical his- 
tory,” Eusebius, who lived in the second half of the third century and the early 
part of the fourth century. He died about the year 340. He has been cited 
earlier as the chief authority on Constantine the Great. Eusebius lived on the 
threshold of two highly significant historical epochs: on one hand, he wit- 
nessed the severe persecutions of Diocletian and his successors and suffered 
much personally because of his Christian convictions; on the other hand, after 
the Edict of Galerius he lived through a period of gradual triumph of Chris- 
tianity under Constantine and participated in the Arian disputes, inclining 
sometimes to the Arians. He later became one of the greatly trusted and inti- 
mate friends of the Emperor. Eusebius wrote many theological and historical 
works. The Evangelic Preparation (Evayye\uxn tpotrapao Keun, Praeparatio 
evangelica), the large work in which he defends the Christians against the 
religious attacks of the pagans, The Evangelic Demonstration (Evayyeducy 
amddeets, Demonstratio evangelica), in which he discusses the merely tem- 
poral significance of the Mosaic law and the fulfillment of the prophecies 
of the Old Testament by Jesus Christ, his writings in the field of criticism and 
interpretation of the Holy Scriptures, as well as several other works entitle 
him toa high place of honor in the field of theological literature. These works 
also contain valuable extracts from older writings which were later lost. 

For this study the historical writings of Eusebius are of greater importance. 
The Chronicle, written apparently before Diocletian’s persecutions, contains 
a brief survey of the history of the Chaldeans, Assyrians, Hebrews, Egyptians, 
Greeks, and Romans and in its main portion gives chronological tables of 
the most important historical events. Unfortunately it has survived only 
through an Armenian translation and partly through a Latin adaptation of 
St. Jerome. Thus no accurate conception of the form and contents of the 
original exists today, especially since the translations which have survived 
were made not from the original Greek, but from an adaptation of The 
Chronicle which appeared soon after Eusebius’ death. 

His outstanding historical work is the Ecclesiastical History, ten books 
covering the period from the time of Christ to the victory of Constantine 
over Licinius. According to his own statement, he did not aim to tell of wars 
and the trophies of generals, but rather to “record in ineffaceable letters the 
most peaceful wars waged in behalf of the peace of the soul, and to tell of 
men doing brave deeds for truth rather than country, for piety rather than 
dearest friends.”*°* Under the pen of Eusebius, church history became the 
history of martyrdom and persecutions, with all the accompanying terror and 
atrocities. Because of its abundance of documentary data, his history must be 
recognized as one of the very important sources for the first three centuries 
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of the Christian era. Besides, Eusebius was important also because he was the 
first to write a history of Christianity, embracing that subject from all pos- 
sible aspects. His Ecclesiastical History, which brought him much fame, be- 
came the basis for the work of many later church historians and was often 
imitated. As early as the fourth century it became widely spread in the West 
through the Latin translation of Rufinus.*®” 

The Life of Constantine, written by Eusebius at a later period—if it was 
written by him at all—has called forth many varied interpretations and evalu- 
ations in the scholarly world. It must be classed not so much among the 
purely historical types of writing as among the panegyrics. Constantine 1s 
represented as a God-chosen emperor endowed with the gift of prevision, a 
new Moses destined to lead God’s people to freedom. In Eusebius’ interpreta- 
tion the three sons of Constantine personified the Holy Trinity, while Con- 
stantine himself was the true benefactor of the Christians, who now attained 
the high ideal of which they had only dreamed before. In order to keep the 
harmony of his work intact, Eusebius did not touch upon the darker sides of 
the epoch, did not reveal the sinister phenomena of his day, but rather gave 
full sway to the praise and glorification of his hero. Yet, by a skillful use of 
this work one may gain much valuable insight into the period of Constantine, 
especially because it contains many official documents which probably were 
inserted after the first version was written.’®® In spite of his mediocre literary 
ability, Eusebius must be considered one of the greatest Christian scholars of 
the early Middle Ages and a writer who greatly influenced medieval Chris- 
tian literature. 

A whole group of historians continued what Eusebius had begun. Socrates 
of Constantinople carried his Ecclesiastical History up to the year 439; 
Sozomen, a native of the district near the Palestinian city of Gaza, was the 
author of another Ecclesiastical History, also up to the year 439; Theodoret, 
bishop of Cyrus, a native of Antioch, wrote a similar history covering the 
period from the Council of Nicaea until the year 428; and, finally, the Arian 
Philostorgius, whose works have survived only in fragments, narrated events 
up to the year 425 from his own Arian point of view. 

The most intense and varied intellectual life during this period was to 
be found in Egypt, especially in its progressive center, Alexandria. 

An unusual and interesting figure in the literary life of the late fourth and 
early fifth centuries was Synesius of Cyrene. A descendant of a very old pagan 
family, educated in Alexandria and later introduced to the mysteries of the 
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neo-Platonic philosophy, he shifted his allegiance from Plato to Christ, mar- 
ried a Christian girl, and became bishop of Ptolemais during the last years 
of his life. In spite of all this, Synesius probably always felt more of a pagan 
than a Christian. His mission to Constantinople and his address “on Kingship” 
show his interest in politics. He was not essentially a historian, yet he left 
extremely important historical materials in 156 letters which reflect his bril- 
liant philosophic and rhetorical attainments and which set the standard of 
style for the Byzantine Middle Ages. His hymns, written in the meter and style 
of classical poetry, reveal a peculiar mixture of philosophical and Christian 
views. This bishop-philosopher felt that the classical culture so dear to him 
was gradually approaching its end.*®° 

During the long and harsh struggle with Arianism appeared the brilliant 

figure of the ardent Nicaean, Athanasius, bishop of Alexandria, who left a 
number of writings devoted to theological disputes in the fourth century. 
He also wrote the Life of St. Anthony, one of the founders of eastern monas- 
ticism, painting in it an ideal picture of ascetic life. This work greatly influ- 
enced the spread of monasticism. To the fifth century belongs also the greatest 
historian of Egyptian monasticism, Palladius of Helenopolis, born in Asia 
Minor, but well acquainted with Egyptian monastic life because of a sojourn of 
about ten years in the Egyptian monastic world. Under the influence of 
Athanasius of Alexandria, Palladius once more presented the ideals of mo- 
nastic life, introducing into his history an element of legend. The ruthless 
enemy of Nestorius, Cyril, bishop of Alexandria, also lived during this period. 
During his stormy and strenuous life he wrote a large number of letters and 
sermons which the Greek bishops of a later period sometimes learned by heart. 
He also left a number of dogmatic, polemical, and exegetic treatises which 
serve as one of the main sources on the ecclesiastical history of the fifth cen- 
tury. According to his own confession, his rhetorical education was insufficient 
and he could not pride himself upon the Attic purity of his style. 

Another extremely interesting figure of this epoch is the woman philoso- syne is «|; 
pher, Hypatia, who was killed by the fanatical mob of Alexandria some time+ yx \yt we « 
in the early part of the fifth tehtury. She was a woman of ex ceptional beauty Asleour wi & 
and unusual intellectual attainments. Through her fathef7 as a TE mous Alexan- 
drian mathematician, she became acquainted with the mathematical sciences «: 
and classical shilosophy: She gained wide fame through her remarkable ac- 
tivities as a teacher. Among her pupils were such great literary men as Sy- 
nesius of Cyrene, who mentions the name of Hypatia in many of his letters. 
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One source told how, “clothed in a mantle, she used to wander about the 
city and expound to willing listeners the works of Plato, Aristotle, or some 
other philosopher.”*”° 

Greek literature flourished in Egypt until the year 451, when the Council 
of Chalcedon condemned the Monophysitic doctrine. Since this doctrine was 
the official Egyptian religion, the action of the council was followed by the 
abolition of Greek from the church and the substitution of the Coptic lan- 
guage in its stead. The Coptic literature which developed after this is of some 
importance even to Greek literature, because certain original Greek works 
which have been lost are preserved at present only through their Coptic trans- 
lations. 

This period saw the development of the literature of religious hymns. The 
hymn writers gradually abandoned their original practice of imitating clas- 
sical meters and developed forms of their own. These forms were quite 
original and for some time were considered merely as prose. It is only in 
comparatively recent times that these meters have been even partially ex- 
plained. They are marked by various types of acrostics and rhymes. Unfor- 
tunately very little is known of the religious hymns of the fourth and fifth 
centuries and the history of their gradual development is therefore obscure. 
Yet it is quite apparent that this development was vigorous. While Gregory 
the Theologian followed the antique meters in most of his poetical hymns, 
Romanus the Melode (“Hymn-writer”), whose works appeared in the early 
sixth century under Anastasius I, used the new forms and made use of acros- 
tics and rhyme. 

Scholars have long disputed as to whether Romanus lived in the sixth or 
in the early eighth century. His brief Life alludes to his arrival at Constanti- 
nople during the reign of the Emperor Anastasius, but for a long time it was 
impossible to determine whether this was Anastasius I (491-518) or Anas- 
tasius II (713-16). The scholarly world, however, after a long study of the 
works of Romanus, has definitely agreed that he referred to Anastasius I.*"? 
Romanus the Melode is sometimes called the greatest poet of the Byzantine 
period. This “Pindar of rhythmical poetry,”?"* “the greatest religious genius,” 
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“the Dante of the neo-Hellenes,”*"* is the author of a large number of superb 
hymns among which is the famous Christian hymn, “Today the Virgin Brings 
Forth the Supersubstantial.”*** The poet was born in Syria, and it is very 
probable that the flowering of his genius occurred during the reign of Jus- 
tinian, for according to his Life he was a young deacon when he came, during 
the rule of Anastasius, from Syria to Constantinople, where he miraculously 
acquired from heaven the gift of writing hymns. The finished work of 
Romanus in the sixth century seems to indicate that religious poetry in the 
fifth century had reached a high stage of development; unfortunately the 
data is inadequate on this point. It is certainly difficult to conceive the exist- 
ence of this unusual poet in the sixth century without some previous de- 
velopment of church poetry. Unfortunately, also, he cannot be appreciated 
fully because most of his hymns are still unpublished.*”® 

Lactantius, an eminent Christian writer from north Africa in the early 
part of the fourth century, wrote in Latin. He is particularly important as 
the author of De mortibus persecutorum. This work gives very interesting 
information on the time of Diocletian and Constantine down to the so-called 
rescript of Milan.'7® 

The Christian literature of this period is represented by many remarkable 
authors, but pagan literature does not lag far behind. Among its representa- 
tives, too, were a number of gifted and interesting men, one of whom is 
Themistius of Paphlagonia, who lived in the second half of the fourth cen- 
tury. He was the philosophically educated director of the school of Constan- 
tinople, the court orator, and a senator highly esteemed by both pagans and 
Christians. He wrote a large collection of ““Paraphrases of Aristotle,” in which 
he sought to clarify the more complicated ideas of the Greek philosopher. He 
is the author also of about forty orations which give abundant information 
about the important events of the period as well as about his own personal 
life. The greatest of all the pagan teachers of the fourth century was Libanius 
of Antioch, who influenced his contemporaries more than any other man of 
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the period. Among his pupils were John Chrysostom, Basil the Great, and 
Gregory of Nazianzus, and his lectures were studied enthusiastically by the 
young Julian before he ascended the throne. Libanius’ sixty-five public ad- 
dresses are of particular interest and provide abundant material about the 
internal life of the time. Of no lesser importance is the collection of his letters, 
which in richness of content and remarkable spirit may be compared with the 
letters of Synesius of Cyrene. 

The Emperor Julian was an extremely brilliant figure in the intellectual 
life of the fourth century, and despite the brevity of his career he clearly 
demonstrated his talent in various departments of literature. His orations, re- 
flecting his obscure philosophical and religious speculations, such as his appeal 
“To the King Sun”; his letters; his “Against the Christians,” which is pre- 
served in fragments only; his satirical Misopogon (“The Beardhater”),’"" 
written against the people of Antioch, important as a biographical source—all 
these reveal Julian as a gifted writer, historian, thinker, satirist, and moralist. 
The extent to which his writings were interwoven with the actual realities 
of the period should be emphasized. The early and sudden death of this 
young emperor prevented the full development of his unusual genius. 

Pagan literature of the fourth and fifth centuries is represented also by 
several writers in the field of pure history. Among the most significant was 
the author of the very well-known collection of biographies of Roman em- 
perors written in Latin in the fourth century and known under the title of 
Scriptores Historiae Augustae. The identity of its author, the time of its 
compilation, and its historical significance are all debatable and have produced 
an enormous literature.*** But in 1923 an English historian wrote: “The time 
and labour spent upon the Augustan history ... are overwhelming and 
their results, so far as any practical use for history goes, are precisely nil.”*"* 
N. Baynes recently made a very interesting attempt to prove that this col- 
lection was written under Julian the Apostate with a definite object: propa- 
ganda for Julian, his whole administration and religious policy.*®° This point 
of view has not been accepted by scholars.’** 

Priscus of Thrace, a historian of the fifth century and a member of the 
embassy to the Huns, was another who made significant contributions. His 
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Byzantine History, which has survived in fragments, and his information 
on the life and customs of the Huns are both extremely interesting and valu- 
able. In fact, Priscus was the main source on the history of Attila and the 
Huns for the Latin historians of the sixth century, Cassiodorus and Jordanes. 
Zosimus, who lived in the fifth century and early part of the sixth, wrote 
The New History, bringing his account down to Alaric’s siege of Rome in 
the year 410. As an enthusiastic believer in the old gods he explained that the 
fall of the Roman Empire was caused by the anger of the gods at being for- 
saken by the Romans and he blamed Constantine the Great above all. His opin- 
ion of Julian was very high. According to a recent writer, Zosimus is not 
only a historian of the “decline of Rome” but he is also a theoretician of the 
republic which he defends and glorifies; he is the sole “republican” of the 
fifth century.*®? 

Ammianus Marcellinus, a Syrian Greek born in Antioch, wrote at the 
end of the fourth century his Res Gestae, a history of the Roman Empire in 
Latin. He intended it to be a continuation of the history of Tacitus, bringing 
the account through the period from Nerva to the death of Valens (96-378). 
Only the last eighteen books of this history have survived, covering historical 
events during the period 353-378. The author profited from his harsh military 
experience in Julian’s campaigns against the Persians and has given firsthand 
information about contemporary events. Although he remained a pagan to 
the end of his life, he showed great tolerance toward Christianity. His history 
is an important source for the period of Julian and Valens, as well as for 
Gothic and early Hunnic history. His literary genius has been very highly 
estimated by recent scholars. Stein called him the greatest literary genius in 
the world between Tacitus and Dante,’** and N. Baynes called him the last 
great historian of Rome.*** 

Athens, the city of declining classical thought, was in the fifth century the 
home of the last distinguished representative of neo-Platonism, Proclus of 
Constantinople, who taught and wrote there for a long period of years. It 
was also the birthplace of the wife of Theodosius II, Eudocia Athenais, who 
possessed some literary ability and wrote several works. 

Western European literature of this period, which was brilliantly repre- 
sented by the remarkable works of St. Augustine and several other gifted 
writers of prose and poetry, is not discussed here. 

After the transfer of the capital to Constantinople, Latin still remained the 
official language of the Empire during the fourth and fifth centuries. It was 
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used for all the imperial decrees collected in the Theodosian code as well as 
for the later decrees of the fifth and the beginning of the sixth centuries. But 
in the curriculum of the higher school at Constantinople in the time of Theo- 
dosius II there was a decline of the predominance of Latin and a definite 
preference for Greek, which was, after all, the most widely spoken language 
in the eastern part of the Empire. The Greek tradition was also upheld by 

e Athenian pagan school. 

The time from th¢ fourth to the sixth centuries is one when various elements 
were gradually blending into a new art which bears the name of Byzantine 
or East-Christian. /As the science of history probes more deeply into the roots 
of this art, it becomes increasingly clear that the East and its traditions played 
the predominant part in the development of Byzantine art. By the end of the 
nineteenth cenyury German scholars advanced the theory that the “art of the 
Roman Empire” (Rémische Reichskunst), which had developed in the West 
during the first two centuries of the Empire, replaced the old Hellenistic cul- 
ture of the East, which was in a state of decline, and, so to speak, laid the 
cornerstone for Christian art of the fourth and fifth centuries. At present this 
theory is repudiated. Since the appearance in 1900 of the famous work of 
D. V. Ainalov, Hellenistic Origin of Byzantine Art, and the publication in 
1go1 of the remarkable work of the Austrian scholar J. Strzygowski, Orient 
or Rome, the problem of the origin of Byzantine art has assumed an entirely 
new form; it is taken for granted that the main role in the development of 
East-Christian art belongs to the East, and the problem is only that of deter- 
mining what is to be understood by the term “East” and eastern influences. 
In a large number of very stimulating works the tireless Strzygowski argued 
the enormous influence exerted by the ancient Orient. At first he sought the 
center of this influence in Constantinople; later he turned to Egypt, Asia 
Minor, and Syria, and moving still farther to the east and north, he crossed 
the borders of Mesopotamia and sought the roots of the main influences in the 
plateau and mountains of Altai-Iran and in Armenia. He contended, “What 
Hellas was to the art of antiquity, that Iran was to the art of the new Christian 
world.”?®> He drew also upon India and Chinese Turkestan for further 
elucidation of the problem. While recognizing his great services in investigat- 
ing the origin of Byzantine art, contemporary historical science is still very 
cautious with regard to his most recent hypotheses.'** 

The fourth century was an extremely important period in the history of 
Byzantine art. The new status of the Christian faith in the Roman Empire, 
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first as a legal religion and later as the state religion, furthered the rapid 
growth of Christianity. Three elements—Christianity, Hellenism, and the 
Orient—met in the fourth century, and out of their union grew what is known 
as East-Christian art. 

Having been made the political center of the Empire, Constantinople gradu- 
ally became also the intellectual and artistic center. This did not happen at 
once. “Constantinople had no established pre-existing culture to resist or to 
control the influx of exotic forces; she had first to balance and assimilate new 
influences, a task which required at least a hundred years.””**" 

Syria and Antioch, Egypt guided by Alexandria, and Asia Minor, reflect- 
ing in their artistic life the influences of more ancient traditions, exerted a 
very strong and beneficial influence on the growth of East-Christian art. 
Syrian architecture flourished throughout the fourth, fifth, and sixth centuries. 
The magnificent churches of Jerusalem and Bethlehem, as well as some 
churches at Nazareth, were erected as early as the reign of Constantine the 
Great. Unusual splendor characterized the churches of Antioch and Syria. 
“Antioch, as the center of a brilliant civilization, naturally assumed the leader- 
ship of Christian art in Syria.”?®* Unfortunately for a long time very little 
data was available on the art of Antioch, and it is only recently that its beauty 
and importance have become better known.’*® The “dead cities” of central 
Syria uncovered in 1860 and 1861 by M. de Vogue give some conception of 
what Christian architecture of the fourth, fifth, and sixth centuries was like. 
One of the most remarkable products of the end of the fifth century was the 
famous monastery of St. Simeon Stylites (Kalat Seman), located between 
Antioch and Aleppo, impressive even today in its majestic ruin.’®° The well- 
known frieze of Mschatta, east of the Jordan, now in the Kaiser Friedrich 
Museum of Berlin, is apparently also a work of the fourth, fifth, or sixth 
centuries.’®* To the beginning of the fifth century belongs a beautiful basilica 
in Egypt erected by the Emperor Arcadius over the grave of Menas, a re- 
nowned Egyptian saint. Its ruins have only recently been excavated and 
studied by C. M. Kaufmann.’*? In the field of mosaics, portraiture, textiles 
(figured silks of early Christian times), and so forth, several interesting prod- 
ucts of the early part of the Byzantine period exist. 
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The city walls which surrounded Constantinople in the fifth century have 
survived to the present day. The Golden Gate (Porta Aurea), through which 
the emperors made their official entry into Constantinople, was built at the 
end of the fourth century or the early part of the fifth; remarkable for its 
architectural splendor, it is still in existence. 

With the name of Constantine is bound up the erection of the Church of 
St. Irene and the Church of the Apostles in Constantinople. St. Sophia, 
the construction of which might have begun in his time, was completed in 
the time of his son Constantius. These churches were reconstructed in the 
sixth century by Justinian. In the fifth century another church embellished the 
new capital, the Basilica of St. John of Studion, which is now the mosque 
Mir-Achor djami. 

A number of monuments of early Byzantine art have been preserved in 
the western parts of the Empire. Among these are some churches at Thessa- 
lonica (Salonika); Diocletian’s palace at Spalato, in Dalmatia (early fourth 
century); some paintings in S. Maria Antiqua at Rome, dating apparently 
from the end of the fifth century;’** the mausoleum of Galla Placidia and 
the orthodox baptistery at Ravenna (fifth century); and some monuments in 
North Africa. 

In the history of art the fourth and fifth centuries may be viewed as the 
preparatory period for the epoch of Justinian the Great, when “the capital 
had attained a full self-consciousness and had assumed to itself a directive 
power,” the epoch which has been justly described as the First Golden Age of 
Byzantine Art.*°* 
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CHAPTER III: JUSTINIAN THE GREAT AND HIS 
IMMEDIATE SUCCESSORS (518-610) 


I THEIR external as well as in their religious policy the successors of Zeno 


and Anastasius followed a path directly opposite to that of their two pred- 
their faces fram the Last-to 


ecessors, for they turned the: the West. 

During the period from 518 to578 the throne was occupied by the following 
persons: Justin the Elder (518-27), a chief of the Guard (Count of the Ex- 
cubitors),’ who by a mere accident was elected to the throne after the death 
of Anastasius; his famous_nephew, Juspojap—the Great (527-65); and a 
nephew of the latter, Justin II, known as the Younger (565-78). The names 
of Justin and Justinian are closely connected with the problem of their Sla- 
vonic extraction, which was long regarded by.many-scholars as a historical 
fact. This theory was based upon a Life of the Emperor Justinian written by 
the abbot Theophilus, a teacher of Justinian, and published by the keeper 
of the Vatican Library, Nicholas Alemannus, in the early part of the seven- 
teenth century. This Life introduces special names for Justinian and his rela- 
tives, names by which they were known in their native land and which, in 
the opinion of the high authorities in Slavonic studies, were Slavonic names, 
as, for example, Justinian’s name Upravda, “the truth, justice.” When the 
manuscript used by Alemannus was found and studied at the end of the 
nineteenth century (1883) by the English scholar Bryce, he proved that it 
was composed in the early part of the seventeenth century and was purely 
legendary, without historical value. The theory of Justinian’s Slavonic origin 
must therefore be discarded at present.” Justin and Justinian were probably 
Ulyrians or perhaps Albanians. Justinian was born in one of the villages of 
upper Macedonia, not far from present-day Uskub, on the Albanian border. 
Some scholars trace Justinian’s family back to Roman colonists of Dardania, 
i.¢., upper Macedonia.® The first three emperors of this epoch, then, were 
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Illyrians or Albanians, though of course they were Romanized; their native 
language was Latin. ere ee 

The weak-minded and childless Justin I] adopted the Thracian Tiberius, a 
commander in the army, whom he designated as Caesar. On this occasion 
he delivered a very interesting speech which made a deep impression on con- 
temporaries for its tone of sincerity and repentance.* Since the speech was 
taken down in shorthand by scribes, it is preserved in its original form. After 
the death of Justin II, Tiberius reigned as Tiberius II (578-82). With his 
death ended the dynasty of Justinian, for he was succeeded by his daughter’s 
husband, Maurice (582-602). Sources differ on the question of Maurice’s 
origin; some claim that his home and that of his family was the distant 
Cappadacian city of Arabissus,° while others, though still calling him a Cappa- 
docian, consider him the first Greek on the Byzantine throne.® There is really 
no contradiction in terms here, for it is possible that he really may have been 
born in Cappadocia of Greek descent.” Still another tradition claims that he 
was a Roman.® J. A. Kulakovsky considered it possible that he was of Ar- 
menian origin, the native population of Cappadocia being Armenian.’ Mau- 
rice was dethroned by the Thracian tyrant, Phocas (602-10), the last emperor 
of this period. 


pA 

Immediately after his accession, Justin I departed from_the religious policy 
of his two predecessors by siding definitely with the followers of the Council 
of Chalcedon and by opening a period of severe persecutions against the 
Monophysites. Peaceful relations were established with Rome, and the dis- 
agreement between the eastern and_western churches, dating back to the time 
of Zeno’s Henoticon, came toan end. The religious policy of the emperors of 
this period was based upon orthodoxy. This once more alienated the eastern 


provinces, and-a-very-tnteresting-hint of mildness appeared in a letter written 
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to Pope Hormisdas in 520 by Justin’s nephew Justinian, whose influence was 
felt from the first year of his uncle’s reign. He tactfully suggested gentleness 
toward the dissidents: “You will conciliate the people to our Lord, not by 
persecutions and bloodshed but by patience, lest, wishing to gain souls, we 
may lose the bodies of many te and souls as well. For it 1s appropriate 
to correct errors of long duration with mildness and clemency. That doctor 
is justly praised who eagerly endeavors to cure old sicknesses in such a way 
that new wounds may not originate from them.”*® It is all the more interest- 
ing to hear such advice from Justinian since in later years he himself did not 
often follow it. 

At first sight some inconsistency appears in Justin’s relations with the far- 
off Abyssinian kingdom of Axum. In his war against the King of Yemen, 
the protector of Judaism, the king of Abyssinia, with the effective backing of 
Justin and Justinian, gained a strong foothold in Yemen, located in southwest- 
ern Arabia across the Strait of Bab el Mandeb, and restored Christianity in this 
country. We are at first surprised that the orthodox Justin, who adhered to 
the Chalcedonian doctrine and took the offensive against Monophysites within 
his own empire, should support the Monophysite Abyssinian king. But out- 
side the official boundaries of the Empire, the Byzantine Emperor protected 
Christianity in general, whether it was in accord with his religious dogmas 
or not. From the point of view of external policy, the Byzantine emperors re- 
garded every gain for Christianity as an essential political, and perhaps eco- 
nomic, advantage. 

This rapprochement between Justin and the Abyssinian king has had a 
rather unexpected reflection in later times. In Abyssinia in the fourteenth 
century was compiled one of the most important works of Abyssinian (Ethi- 
opian) literature, the Kebra Nagast (The Glory of the Kings), containing a 
very interesting collection of legends. It proclaims that the Abyssinian reign- 
ing dynasty traces its lineage back to the time of Solomon and the Queen 
of Sheba; and indeed at the present day Abyssinia claims to be governed by 
the oldest dynasty in the world. The Ethiopians, according to the Kebra 
Nagast, are an elect people, a new Israel; their kingdom is higher than the 
Roman Empire. The two kings, Justinus, the king of Rome, and Kaleb, the 
king of Ethiopia, shall meet together in Jerusalem and divide the earth be- 
tween them. This extremely interesting legend shows clearly the deep impress 
left upon Abyssinian historical tradition by the epoch of Justin I.** 
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Justin’s successor, his nephew Justinian (527-65), is the central figure of this 
entire period. His name is closely connected with the name of his royal wife, 
Theodora, one of the_yery interesting and gifted women of the Byzantine 
period. The Secret History, which is from the pen of Procopius, the historian 
of Justinian’s epoch, paints in exaggerated colors the perverted life of Theodora 
in the days of her youth, when, as the daughter of the keeper of the bears in 
the amphitheater, she lived in the morally corrupt atmosphere of the stage 
of that period and became a woman who gave freely of her love to many 
men. Nature had endowed her with beauty, grace, intelligence, and wit. Ac- 
cording to one historian (Diehl), “she amused, charmed, and scandalized 
Constantinople.”?? Procopius said that people who met Theodora in the 
street would shrink from getting close to her, fearing that a mere touch might 
sully their robes.** But all these dark details about the early years of the future 
empress must be viewed with some skepticism, for they all come from Pro- 
copius, whose chief aim in The Secret History was to defame Justinian and 
Theodora. After the very stormy period of her early life, Theodora disap- 
peared from the capital and remained in Africa for a few years. When she 
returned to Constantinople she was no more the former flighty actress. She 
had left the stage and was leading a solitary life, devoting much of her time to 
spinning wool and developing a great interest in religious questions, when 
Justinian saw her for the first time. Her beauty impressed him greatly and 
he took her to court, bestowed upon her the rank of patrician, and soon mar- 
ried her. With his accession to the throne she became empress of the Byzantine 
Empire. Theodora proved herself to be adequate to her new and lofty posi- 
tion. She remained a faithful wife and showed much interest in government 
affairs, exhibiting very keen insight and exerting much influence upon Jus- 
tinian in all his undertakings. In the revolt of 532, which will be discussed 
later, Theodora played one of the most significant parts. By her coolheaded 
actions and unusual energy she perhaps saved the Empire from further com- 
motions. In her religious preferences she openly favored the Monophysites 


and was thus the direct opposite of her wavering—husband. He adhered to 
orthodoxy throughout his lang reign, though he made some concessions to 
Monophysitism. She showed a better understanding than he of the significance 
of the“eastern Monophysitic provinces, which were in reality the vital parts 
of the Empire and she definitely aimed to bring about peaceful relations with 
them. Theodora died of cancer in the year 548, long before Justinian’s death."* 

12 Charles Diehl, Figures byzantines, 1, 56; Theodora Augusta Chalcedonsis synodi inim- 
English trans. H. Bell, Byzantine Portraits, 54. ica canceris plaga corpore toto perfusa vitam 
18 Historia arcana, 9, 25; ed. J. Haury, 60- _ prodigiose finivit; in Chronica Minora, ed. T. 
61. : Mommsen, II, 202. 

14 Victoris Tonnennensis Chronica, s. a. 549: 
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In the famous mosaic in the Church of St. Vitale at Ravenna, dating back 
to the sixth century, Theodora is represented in imperial robes, surrounded 
by her court. Church historians contemporary with Theodora, as well as 
those of a later period, are very harsh with regard to her character. In spite 
of this, in the orthodox calendar under November 14 appears “The Assump- 
tion of the Orthodox King Justinian and the memory of the Queen Theo- 
dora.”* She was buried in the Church of the Holy Apostles. 


The external policy of Justinian and his ideology 


The numerous wars of Justinian-were partly offensive and partly defensive. 
The former were carried on against the barbarian Germanic states of western 


Europe; the latter were directed against Persia in the in 


the north. 

The main forces were directed to the west, where the military activities of 
the Byzantine army were crowned with triumphant success. The Vandals, 
the - Ostrogoths, and to some extent the Visigoths were forced into subjection 
to the Byzantine emperor. The Mediterranean Sea-wes-atmest converted into 
a enc In his decrees Justinian called himself Caesar Flavius Jus- 
tinian amannicus, Gothicus, Francicus, Germanicus, Anticus, Alanicus, 
Vandalicus, Africanus. But this outer splendor had its reverse side. The suc- 


cess was gttained-at-a-price_too dear for the Empire, for it involved the com- 
plete economic exhaustion of she Byzantine state. In view of the fact that the, | 
army was transferred to the west, the east and the ined open to 
the attacks of the Persians, Slave and Hans 

The principal enemies of the Empire, in Justinian’s opinion, were the Ger- 
mans. Thus the German question Téappeared in the Byzantine Empire during 
the sixth century, with this difference only: in the fifth century the Germans 
were attacking the Empire; in the sixth century it was the Empire that pressed 
upon the Germans. 

Justinian mounted the throne with the ideals of an emperor both Roman 
and Christian. Considering himself a successor of the Roman Caesars, he 
deemed it his sacred duty to restore a single Empire extending to the same 
boundaries it had had in the first and second centuries. As a Christian ruler 
he could not allow the German Arians to oppress the orthodox population. 
The rulers of Constantinople, as lawful successors of the Caesars, had historical 
rights to western Europe, occupied at this time by barbarians. The Germanic 
kings were but vassals of the Byzantine Emperor, who had delegated them 
to rule in the West. The Frankish king, Clovis, had received his rank of consul 
from Anastasius; it was Anastasius also who had given official recognition to 
the Ostrogothic king, Theodoric. When he decided to wage war against the 


15 Arch, Sergius, The Complete Liturgical Calendar (Menelogion) of the Orient (2nd 
ed., 1901), II, 1, 354. 
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Goths, Justinian wrote, “The Goths, having seized by violence our Italy, have 
refused to give it back.”*® He remained, he felt, the natural suzerain of all the 
rulers within the boundaries of the Roman Empire. As a Christian emperor, 


Justinian had the mission of propagating the true faith among the infidels, 


whether_they were heretics or pagans. This theory, expressed by Eusebius in 
the fourth century_was still alive in the sixth century. It was the basis of 


Justinian’s conviction of his duty to re-establish a united Roman Empire 
which, in the words of one Novel,’ formerly reached the shores of two oceans, 
and which the Romans had lost because of their carelessness. From this old 
theory arose also Justinian’s belief in his duty to introduce in the restored 
empire a sole Christian faith_among the schismatics as well as among the 
pagans. Such was Justinian’s ideology, which made this all-embracing states- 
man and crusader dream of conquering the entire known world. 

But it must be remembered that the Emperor’s broad claims to the old parts 
of the Roman Empire were not exclusively a matter of his personal views. 
They seemed quite natural to the population of the provinces occupied by the 
barbarians. The natives of the provinces which had fallen into the hands of 
Arians viewed Justinian as their sole protector. Conditions in northern Africa 
under the Vandals were particularly difficult, because.these barbarians initi- 
ated severe persecutions against the native orthodox population and put many 
citizens and representatives of the clergy in jail, confiscating much of their 
property. Refugees and exiles from Africa, including many orthodox bishops, 
arrived at Constantinople and implored the Emperor to inaugurate a cam- 
paign against the Vandals, assuring him that a general revolt of the natives 
would follow. 

A similar state of affairs prevailed in Italy, where the natives, in spite of 


—as - = 


of liberating their country from the newcomers and restoring the orthodox 
faith. | 

Stull more interesting is the fact that the barbarian kings themselves sup- 
ported the Emperor’s ambitious plans. They persisted in expressing signs of 
deep respect for the Empire, in demonstrating in many ways their subservi- 
ence to the Emperor, in striving to attain high Roman ranks by any means, 
in imprinting the image of the Emperor on their coins, etc. The French 
scholar Diehl’® said that they would have willingly repeated the words of 


16 Procopius, De bello gothico, 1, 5, 8; ed. 30 (44), II; ed. K. E. Zacharia von Lingenthal, 
J. Haury, II, 26. I, 276. 
17 Justinian, Novellae Constitutiones, No. 18 Justinien et la civilisation byzantine au 
VIE siecle, 137. 
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the Visigothic chief who said, “The emperor is undoubtedly God on earth and 
whoso raises a hand against him is guilty of his own blood.””” 

However, in spite of the fact that the state of affairs in Africa and Italy was 
favorable for Justinian, the campaigns waged against the Vandals and the 
Ostrogoths were extremely difficult and Jong drawn out. 

Wars with the Vandals, Ostrogoths, and Visigoths. The results of thesé 
wars. Persia. The Slavs—The expedition against the Vandals presentea no 
| em. It involved the transfer of a vast army by sea to northern Africa, 
and this army would have to contend with a people who possessed a powerful 


fleet and w fifth century had succeeded in raiding 
~ Besides, the transfer of the main military forces to the west was bound 


tothave serious consequences in the east, where Persia, the most,dangerous 
enemy of the Empire, waged continual war against Constantinople. Pro- 
copius gives an interesting account of the council at which the question of 
the African expedition was discussed for the first time.?® The most loyal 
magistrates of the Emperor expressed doubt about the possible success of the 
undertaking and considered it precipitate. Justinian himself was beginning to 
waver; in the end he overcame this temporary weakness and insisted upon 
his original project. The expedition was definitely decided upon. Meanwhile 
a change took place in the Persian ruling house, and in the year 532 Justinian 
succeeded in concluding an “endless” peace with the-new ruler on the humili- 
ating condition that the Byzantine Empire should pay a very large annual 
tribute to the kipg of Persia. This treaty, however, made it possible for Justin- 
ian to act more freely in the east and south. At the head of the vast army and 
fleet he placed the gifted general Belisarius, who was the most valuable as- 
sistant of the Emperor in his military undertakings and who shortly before 
this appointment had succeeded in quelling the dangerous internal Nika re- 
volt, of which we’ shall speak later. 

At this time the Vandals and_Ostrogoths were no longer the dangerous 
enemies they had been in former days. Unaccustomed to the enervating south- 
ern climate and influenced by Roman civilization, they had rapidly lost their 
former energy and force. The Arian beliefs of these Germans caused un- 
friendly relations with the native Roman population. The continual upris- 
ings of the Berber tribes also contributed much to the weakening of the 
Vandals. Justinian had a keen insight into existing conditions, and by skillful 
diplomacy he increase internal discord among the Vandals, meanwhile 
feeling quite certain that the Germanic kingdoms would never unite to op- 


pose him jointly, because the Ostrogoths were on had terms with the Vandals, 


19 Jordanis, Getica, XXVIII; ed. T. Momm- 355-60; English trans. H. B. Dewing, II, 9o- 
sen, 95. IOI. 
20 De bello vandalico, 1, 10; ed. Haury, I, 
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the orthodox Franks were constantly struggling with the Ostrogoths, and 
the Visigoths in Spain were too far distant to take a serious part in a war. 
All this encouraged Justinian in his hope of defeating each enemy separately. 

The Vandal war lasted, with some peaceful intervals, from_533 to 548.7! 
Belisarius rapidly subjugated the entire Vandal kingdom by a number of 
brilliant victories so that Justinian could proclaim triumphantly: “God, in 
his mercy, gave over to us not only Africa and all her provinces, but also 
returned our imperial insignia which had been taken away by the Vandals 
when they took Rome.”** Considering the war ended, the Emperor recalled 
Belisarius and the greater part of the army to Constantinople. Immediately 
the Moors (a native Berber tribe) rose in terrible rebellion, and the remaining 
troops were forced to engage in an overwhelming struggle. Belisarius’ suc- 
cessor, Solomon, was utterly defeated and slain. The exhausting war lasted 
until the year 548, when the imperial power was definitely restored by a de- 
cisive victory on the part of John Troglita, a diplomatist as well as a talented 
general. The third hero of the imperial reoccupation of Africa, he secured 
complete tranquillity there for nearly fourteen years. His deeds were narrated 
by the contemporary African poet, Corippus, in his historical work Iohannis.?* 

These conquests did not entirely satisfy Justinian’s hopes, for, with the ex- 
ception of the powerful fortress of Septum, near the Pillars of Hercules (now 
the Spanish fortress Ceuta), the western portion of northern Africa, reaching 
to the Atlantic Ocean, was not reannexed. Yet the greater part of northern 
Africa, Corsica, Sardinia, and the Balearic Islands became part of the Empire, 
and Justinian spent much energy in his efforts to restore order in these con- 
quered lands. Even today the majestic ruins of numerous Byzantine fortresses 
and fortifications bear witness to the strenuous efforts of the Emperor for the 
defense of his land. 

Still more exhausting was the Ostrogothic campaign, which lasted, also 
with peaceful intervals, from 535 to 554. During the first thirteen years this 
was contemporancous with the Vandal war. Justinian opened military action 
by intervening in the internal strife of the Ostrogoths. One army began the 
conquest of Dalmatia, which at this time formed a part of the Ostrogothic 
kingdom. Another, transported by sea and headed by Belisarius, occupied 
Sicily without much difficulty. Later, when transferred to Italy, this army 
conquered Naples and Rome. Soon after this, in 540, the Ostrogothic capital, 
Ravenna, opened its gates to Belisarius, who shortly afterward left Italy for 
Constantinople, taking with him the captive Ostrogothic king. Justinian 


21 On this war see Charles Diehl, L’Afrique Theodora (2nd ed., 1912), II, 489-526. Bury, 
byzantine, 3-33, 333-81. Diehl, Justinien, 173- Later Roman Empire, Il, 124-48. 
80. W. Holmes, The Age of Justinian and 22 Codex Justinianus, |, 27, 1, 7. 
3 See Bury, Later Roman Empire, Il, 147, 
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added “Gothicus” to his title “Africanus-and Vandalicus.” Italy-seemed defi- 
nitely conquered by the Byzantine Empire. 

However, at this time there appeared among the Goths an energetic and 
gifted king, Totila, the last defender-of-Ostrogothie-imdependence. With 
speed and decision he reversed the state-of-affairs. His military successes were 
so great that Belisarius was recalled with them and was 


sent to Italy to assume the supreme command. Belisarius, however, was un- 


able to deal with the situation. In rapid succession the territories conquered 
by the Byzantine army in Italy and onthe islands were-reclaimed by the 
Ostrogoths. The unfortunate city of Rome, which several times passed back 
and forth from Romans to Ostrogoths, was transformed into a heap of ruins. 
After Belisarius’ failures had led to his recall from Italy, his successor, Narses, 
another gifted Byzantine general, finally succeeded _in-conquering the Goths 
by a number of_actions displaying great strategic skill. Totila’s army was 
defeated in 552 in the battle of Busta Gallorum in Umbria. Totila himself 
fled, but in vain.** “His blood-stained garments and the cap adorned with 
gems which he had worn were taken to Narses who sent them to Constanti- 
nople, where they were laid at the feet of the emperor as a visible proof that 
the enemy who had so long defied his power was no more.””° In the year 554, 
after twenty years of devastating warfare, Italy, Dalmatia, and Sicily were 
reunited with the-Empire. The Pragmatic Sanction, published by Justinian 
in the same year, returned to the large landed aristocracy of Italy and to the 
church the land taken away from them-by the Ostrogoths and restored all 
their former_privileges; it also outlined a number of measures intended to 
lessen the burdens of the ruined population. But the Ostrogothic wars for a 


_— 


long time prevented the development.of industry.and commerce in Italy and, 
as a result of the lack of laborers, many Italian fields remained uncultivated. 
For a time Rome became a second-rate ruined city of no political importance. 
The pope, however, chose it as his refuge. 

Justinian’s last military undertaking was directed against the Visigoths in 
the Ryrenean-peninsula. Taking advantage of civil war between different pre- 
tenders to the Visigothic throne, he sent a navy to Spain in 550. Although 
the armament must have been small, it achieved remarkable success. Many 
maritime cities and forts were captured, and finally Justinian succeeded in 
taking from the Visigoths the southeastern corner of the peninsula, with the 
cities of Carthage, Malaga, and Corduba, and then in extending the territory 
which eventually reached from Cape St. Vincent on the west to beyond Car- 


_**The most detailed record of this battle ophanes Chronographia s. a. 6044; ed. C. de 
is in Bury, Later Roman Empire, Il, 261-69, Boor, 228. See Bury, Later Roman Empire, ll, 
288-91. 268. 
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thage on the east.”° With some modifications the imperial province thus es- 
tablished in Spain remained under the rule of Constantinople for about 
seventy years. It is not perfectly clear whether this province was independent 
or was subordinate to the governor of Africa.** Some churches and other 
architectural monuments of Byzantine art have recently been discovered in 
Spain, but as far as one may judge, they are not of great value.** 

The result of all these offensive wars was to double the extent of Justinian’s 
empire. Dalmatia, Italy, the eastern part of North Africa (part of present- 
day Algeria and Tunis), the southeast of Spain, Sicily, Sardinia, Corsica, and 
the Balearic Islands all became part of the Empire. The Mediterranean again 
became practically a Roman lake. The boundaries of the Empire extended 
from the Pillars of Hercules, or the Straits of Gades, to the Euphrates. But 
in spite of this enormous success, Justinian’ s achievements fell far short of his 
hopes. He did not succeed in reconquering the entire Western Roman Empire. 
The western part of North Africa, the Pyrenean peninsula, the northern por- 
tion of the Ostrogothic kingdom, north of the Alps (the former provinces of 
Rhaetia and Noricum) still remained outside.of-his power. The entire province 
of Gaul not only was completely independent of the Byzantine Empire but 
even to a certain extent was victorious over it, for Justinian was forced to cede 
Proyence to the King of the Franks. It must also be remembered that the 
power of the En Emperor was nat equally firm throughout the vast newly con- 
quered territory. The government had neither the authority nor the means to 
establish itself more solidly. And yet these territories could be retained by 
force only. That is why the brilliant outward success of Justinian’s offensive 
wars brought with it the beginnings of serious future complications, both 
political and economic. 

The defensive wars of Justinian were far less successful and at times were 
even humiliating. These wars were carried on with Persia i in the east and with 
the Slavs and the Huns in the north. 

The two great powers of the sixth century, the Byzantine Empire and 
Persia, had been engaged for centuries in bloody wars on the eastern border. 
After the “endless” peace with Persia, the Persian king, Chosroes Nushirvan, 
a gifted and skillful ruler, recognized the high ambitions of Justinian in the 
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West and took advantage of the situation.*® Aware of his own important 


interests in the border provinces, he seized upon a plea for help from the 
Ostrogoths as an opportunity to break the “endless” peace and open hostilities 
against the Byzantine Empire.*° A bloody war ensued, with apparent victory 
for the Persians. Belisarius was recalled from Italy but was unable to stop the 
advance of Chosroes, who forced his way into Syria and sacked and destroyed 
Antioch, “the city which was both ancient and of great importance and the 
first of all the cities which the Romans had throughout the East both in wealth 
and in size and in population and in beauty and in prosperity of every kind.”*? 
In his onward march Chosroes reached the coast of the Mediterranean Sea. 
In the north the Persians attempted to force their way to the Black Sea but 
encountered an obstacle in the Lazi of the Caucasian province of Lazica (now 
Lazistan), which at the time was dependent on the Byzantine Empire. It 
was only after great difficulty that Justinian finally succeeded in buying a 
truce for five years, and then he was forced to pay a large sum of money for 
it. But even Chosroes wearied of the endless collisions, and in the year 561 
or 562 the Byzantine Empire and Persia reached an agreement establishing 
peace for fifty years. The historian Menander®? contributed accurate and de- 
tailed information about the negotiations and the terms of this treaty. The 
Emperor undertook to pay Persia annually a very large sum of money, while 
the king of Persia promised to preserve religious toleration for Christians in 
Persia on the strict condition that they refrain from proselytizing. Roman and 
Persian merchants, whatever their wares, were to carry on their traffic solely 
at certain prescribed places where customhouses were stationed. In this treaty 
the most important point for the Byzantine Empire was the agreement of 
the Persians to leave Lazica, the province on the southeastern coast of the 
Black Sea, and to resign it to the Romans. In ather words, the Persians did 
not succeed in gaining a stronghold on the shores-of. the Black Sea; it remained 


in complete possession of the Byzantine Empire, a fact of great political and 


economic importance.** 


29 E. Stein ranked Chosroes very high, and 
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Quite different was the nature of the defensive wars in the north, in the 
Balkan peninsula. The northern barbarians, the Bulgarians, and the Slavs 
had devastated the provinces-of the peninsula even as far back as the reign 
of Anastasius. In the time of Justinian the Slavs appear for the first time 
under their own name, “Sclavenes,” in Procopius., Large hordes of Slavs 
and Bulgarians, whom Procopius calls Huns, crossed the Danube almost 
every year and penetrated deep into the Byzantine provinces, destroying every- 
thing with fire and sword. On one side they reached the outskirts of the 
capital and penetrated to the Hellespont; on the other they went through 
Greece as far as the Isthmus of Corinth and the shores of the Adriatic Sea in 
the west. During Justinian’s reign also the Slavs began to show a clearly 
defined movement toward the shores of the Aegean Sea. In their effort to 
reach this sea they menaced Thessalonica, one of the most important cities 
of the Empire, which, together with its environs, soon became one of the 
main Slavic-centers in the Balkan peninsula. The imperial troops fought 
desperately against the Slavic invasions and often forced the Slavs to retreat 
beyend the Danube. But not all the Slavs went back. Justinian’s troops, oc- 
cupied in other important campaigns, could not put a decisive end to the 
yearly incursions of the Slavs in the Balkan peninsula, and some Slavs re- 
mained there. The beginning in this period of the Slavonic problem in the 
Balkan peninsula should be emphasized; the problem was to become one 
of very great significance for the Empire during the late sixth and early 
seventh centuries. 

Besides the Slavs, the German Gepids and Kotrigurs, a branch of the Hun- 
nic race, invaded the Balkan peninsula from the north. In the winter of 
558-59 the Kotrigurs under their chieftain, Zabergan, entered Thrace. From 
there one band was sent to ravage Greece, another invaded the Thracian 
Chersonese, and the third, consisting of cavalry, rode under Zabergan himself 
to Constantinople. The country was devastated. Panic reigned in Constanti- 
nople. The churches of the invaded provinces sent their treasures to the capital 
or shipped them to the Asiatic side of the Bosphorus. Justinian appealed to 
Belisarius to save Constantinople in this crisis. The Kotrigurs eventually were 
defeated in all three points of attack, but Thrace, Macedonia, and Thessaly 
suffered a terrible economic blow from the invasion.** 

The Hunnic danger was felt not only in the Balkan peninsula but also 
in the Crimea. the lonely Tauric_peninsula, which was located in the Black 
Sea and which belonged in part to the Empire. Two cities there, Cherson 
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and Bosporus, were famous for preserving. Greek-civilization for centuries 
in barbarous surroundings, and they also played an important part in the 
trade between the Empire and the territory of present-day Russia. Toward 
the close of the fifth century the Huns had occupied the plains of the penin- 
sula and had begun to threaten the Byzantine possessions there, as well as a 
small Gothic settlement centered around Dory in the mountains under Byzan- 
tine protection. Under the pressure of the Hunnic danger, Justinian built and 
restored several forts and erected long walls whose traces are still visible,*® 
a sort of /imes Tauricus, which proved successful protection.*® 

Lastly, the missionary zeal of Justinian and Theodora did not overlook 
the African peoples who lived on the Upper Nile between Egypt and Abys- 
sinia, above the First Cataract, the Blemyes, and the Nobadae (Nubians), 
their southern neighbors. Through the energy and artfulness of Theodora, 
the Nobadae with their king, Silko, were converted to Monophysite Chris- 
tianity, and the convert king joined with a Byzantine general to force the 
Blemyes to adopt the same faith. In order to celebrate his victory, Silko set 
up in a temple of the Blemyes an inscription about which Bury remarked: 
“The boast of this petty potentate might be appropriate in the mouth of At- 
tila or of Tamurlane.”** The inscription was: “I, Silko, kinglet (Baowdiokos) 
of the Nobadae and of all the Ethiopians.”** 

Significance of Justinian’s external policy—To summarize _Justinian’s en- 
tire external policy we must say that his endless and exhausting wars, which 
failed to realize all his hopes and projects,-had a fatal effect upon the Empire 
in general. First of all, these gigantic undertakings demanded enormous 
expenditures. Procopius in his Secret History estimated, perhaps with some 
exaggeration, that Anastasius left a reserve, enormous for that time, which 
amounted to 320,000 pounds of gold (about $65,000,000 or $70,000,000), and 
this Justinian is supposed to have spent in a short time, even during his uncle’s 
reign.** According to another source of the sixth century, the Syrian John 
of Ephesus,*® Anastasius’ reserve was not completely exhausted until the reign 
of Justin II, after the death of Justinian; this statement, however, is incorrect. 
The fund left by Anastasius, admittedly smaller than Procopius would have 
us believe, must have been of great value to Justinian in his undertakings. Yet 
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it alone could not suffice. The new taxes were greater than the exhausted popu- 
lation could pay. The Emperor’s attempts to curtail the expenditures of the 
state by economizing on the_upkeep of the army brought about a reduction 
in the nu which naturally made the western conquered 
provinces very. unsafe. 

From Justinian’s Roman point of view, his western campaigns are com- 
prehensible and natural, but from the point of wew-ef+the welfare of the 
Empire they must’ be recognized _as superfluous. and pernicious. The gap be- 
tween the East and the West in the sixth century was already so great that 
the mere idea of uniting the two was an anachronism. A real union was out 
of the question. The conquered provinces could be retained by force only, and 
for this the Empire had neither power nor means. Allured by his delusive 
dreams, Justinian failed to grasp the importance of the eastern border and the 
eastern provinces, which embodied the really vital interests of the Byzantine 
Empire. The western campaigns, displaying only the personal will of the 
Emperor, could not bring about lasting results, and the plan of restoring a 
united Roman Empire died with Justinian, though not forever. Meanwhile, 
his general external policy brought about an extremely severe internal eco- 
nomic crisis within the Empire. 


The legislative work of Justinian and Tribonian 


Justinian became universally famous because of his legislative work, re- 


—— ~— 


markable for its sweeping character. It was his opinion that an emperor “must 
be not only glorified with arms, but also armed with | laws, so that alike the 
time of war and the time_of peace may be rightly guided; he must be the 
strong protector of law as well as the triumpher over vanquished enemies.”** 
Furthermore, he believed, it was God who bestowed upon the emperors the 
right to create and interpret laws, and an emperor must be a lawgiver, with 
his rights sanctified from above. But, quite naturally, in addition to all these 
theoretical foundations, the Emperor was guided also by practical considera- 
tions, for he realized fully that Roman law of his time was in a very chaotic 
state. 

Back in the days of the pagan Roman Empire, when the legislative power 
was entirely in the hands of the emperor, the sole form of legislation was the 
issuing of imperial constitutions, called laws or statute laws (/eges). In con- 
trast with these, all laws created by earlier legislation and developed by the 
jurists of the classical period were called jus vetus or jus antiquum. From the 
middle of the third century a.p., jurisprudence declined very rapidly. Juridical 
publications were limited to pure compilations, which aimed to assist judges 
unable to study the entire juridical literature by providing them with col- 
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lections of extracts from imperial constitutions and the works of universally 
famous old jurists. But these collections were of a private nature and had no 
official sanction whatever, so that in real practice a judge had to look into all 
the imperial constitutions and-mto all of the classical literature, a task quite 
beyond the powers of any one man. There was no one central organ for the 


publication of the imperial constitutions. Increasing in quantity annually, 
scattered in variouSarchives, they could not be used easily in practice, especially 
since new edicts very often repealed or changed old ones. All this explains 
the acute need for a single collection of imperial edicts accessible to those who 
had to use it. Much had been done in this-direction before Justinian. In his 
own legislative work he was greatly aided by the earlier Codex Gregorianus, 
Codex Hermogenianus, and Codex Theodosianus. In order to facilitate the 
use of classical literature (the jus vetus), a decree was issued during the reign 
of Theodosius II and his western contemporary, Valentinian III, which 
granted paramount authority only to the works of the five most famous jurists. 
The remaining juridical writers could be disregarded. Of course, this was only 
a formal solution of the problem, especially since in the works of the five 
chosen jurists it was not at all easy to find suitable decisions for a given case, 
because the jurists often contradicted one another and also because the de- 
cisions of the classical jurists were often too much out of date to be practical 
for the changed living conditions. Official revision of the entire legal system 
and a summing up of its development through many centuries was greatly 
needed. 

The earlier codes contained only the imperial constitutions issued during a 
certain period and did not touch upon juridical literature. Justinian under- 
took the enormous task of compjling-a-code_of imperial constitutions up to 
his own time as well as revising the ald juridical writings. His main assistant 
in this task and the soul of the entire undertaking was Tribonian. 

The work progressed with astonishing rapidity. In February, 528, the 
Emperor gathered a commission of ten experts, including Tribonjan, “the 
Emperor’s right hand in his great legal enterprise, and perhaps partly their 
inspirer,” and Theophilus, professor of law at Constantinople.*? The problem 
of the commission was to revise the three older codes, to eliminate from them - 
all the obsolete material, and to systematize the constitutions which had ap- 
peared since the publication of the Theodosian code. The results of all these 
labors were to be gathered in one collection. As early as April, 529, the Jus- 
tinian code (Codex Justinianus) was published. It was divided into ten books, 
containing the constitutions from the reign of the Emperor Hadrian to the 
time of Justinian; it became the sole authoritative code of laws in the Empire, 
thus repealing the three older codes. Although the compilation of Justinian’s 
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code was greatly aided by the older codes, the attempt to revise the jus vetus 
was an original undertaking of the Emperor. In the year 530 Tribonian was 
instructed to gather a commission which would revise the works of all the 
classical jurists, make excerpts from them, reject all obsolete materials, elimi- 
nate all contradictions, and, finally, arrange all the materials collected in some 
definite order. For the purpose of doing this the commission had to read and 
study about two thousand books, containing over three million lines. This 
enormous work, which in Justinian’s own words, “before his command none 
ever expected or deemed to be at all possible for human endeavor’** and 
“which freed all jus vetus of superfluous redundance,’** was completed in 
three years. The new code, published in the year 533, was subdivided into fifty 
books and was called the “Digest” (Digestum), or = “Pandects” (Pandectac). 
It found immediate application in the legal practices of the Empire.*® 

Though this Digest of Justinian is of very great importance, the haste with 
which it was compiled necessarily caused the work to be defective in certain 
respects, It contained many repetitions, contradictions, and some quite obso- 
lete decisions. In addition to this, the full power given to the commission in 
the matter of abbreviating texts, interpreting them, and combining several 
texts into one, produced a certain arbitrariness in the final results, which 
sometimes even mutilated the ancient texts. There_was a decided lack of unity 
inthis work, This fault is responsible for the fact that the learned jurists of the 
nineteenth century, who had high regard for Roman classical law, judged 
Justinian’s Digest very harshly. Still, the Digest, in spite of all its shortcom- 
ings, was of great practical value. It also preserved for posterity a wealth of 
material extracted from the classical Roman juridical writings which have 
not been preserved.~ ae 

During the time of the compiling of the Digest, Tribonian and his two 
learned coadjutors, Theophilus, professor in Constantinople, and Dorotheus, 
professor at Beirut (in Syria), were charged with the solution of another 
problem. According to Justinian, not all “were able to bear the burden of all 
this mass of knowledge,” 1.e., the Code and the Digest. The young men, for 
instance, “who, standing in the vestibules of law, are longing to enter the 
secrets thereof,”** could not attempt to master all the contents of the two large 
works, and it was necessary to make up a usable practical manual for them. 
Such a handbook of civil law, intended pr imarily for the use of students, was 
issued in the year 533. It was divided into four books and was called the “In- 
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stitutions” (Umstitutiones), or the “Institutes.” According to Justinian, these 


were supposed to conduct “all muddy sources of the jus vetus into one clear 
lake.”’*? The imperial decree which sanctioned the Institutions was addressed 
to “youth eager to know the laws” (cupidae legum juventut).** 

During the time that the Digest and the Institutions were being compiled, 
current legislation did not come to a standstill. Many new decrees were issued 
and a number of matters needed revision. In short, the Code, in its edition of 
the year 529, seemed out of date in many parts, and a new revision was under- 
taken and completed in the year 534. In November the second edition of the 
revised and enlarged Code, arranged in twelve books, was published under 
the title Codex repetitae praelectionis. This edition nullified the earlier edition 
of 529 and contained the decrees of the period beginning with Hadrian and 
ending with the year 534. This work concluded the compilation of the Corpus. 
The first edition of the Code has not been preserved. 

The decrees issued after the year 534 were called “Novels” (Novellae leges). 
While the Code, the Digest, and the Institutions were written in Latin, a great 
majority of the Novels were drawn up.in Greek. This fact was an important 
concession to the demands of living reality from an emperor steeped in Roman 
tradition. In one Novel, Justinian wrote, “We have written this decree not in 
the native language, but in the spoken Greek, in order that it may become 
known to all through the ease of comprehension.”*® In spite of Justinian’s 
intention to collect all the Novels in one body, he did not succeed, though 
some private compilations of Novels were made during his reign. The Novels 
are considered the last part of Justinian’s legislative work and serve as one 
of the main sources on the internal history of his epoch. 

Justinian felt that the four indicated parts, namely, the Code, the Digest, 
the Institutions, and the Novels, should form.one Corpus of law, but during 
his reign they were not combined into such a collection. Only much later, 
in the Middle Ages, beginning with the twelfth century, during the revival 
of the study of Roman law in Europe, all of Justinian’s legislative works 
became known as the Corpus juris civilis, i.e., the “Corpus of Civil Law.” To- 
day they are still known by this name. 

The bulkiness of Justinian’s legislative work and the fact that it was written 
in Latin, little understood by the majority of the population, were responsible 
for the immediate appearance of a number of Greek commentaries and sum- 
maries of certain parts of the Code as well as some more or less literal trans- 
lations (paraphrases) of the Institutions and the Digest with explanatory 
notes. These small legal collections in Greek, called forth by the needs of the 
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time and by practical considerations, contained numerous mistakes and over- 
sights with regard to their original Latin text; even so they thrust the original 
into the background and almost completely supplanted it.°° 

In conformity with the new legislative works the teaching of legal studies 
was_also_ reformed. New programs of study were introduced. The course 
was announced to be of five years’ duration. The main subject for study during 
the first year was the Institutions; for the second, third, and fourth years, 
the Digest; and finally, in the fifth year, the Code. In connection with the 
new program Justinian wrote, “When all legal secrets are disclosed, nothing 
will be hidden from the students, and after reading through all the works 
put together for us by Tribonian and others, they will turn out distinguished 
pleaders and servants of justice, the ablest of men and successful in all times 
and places.”*! In addressing the professors Justinian wrote, “Begin now under 
the governance of God to deliver to the students legal learning and to open up 
the way found by us, so that they, following this way, may become excellent 
ministers of justice and of the state, and the greatest possible honor may at- 
tend you for all ages to come.”*” In his address to the students the Emperor 
wrote, “Receive with all diligence and with eager attention these laws of ours 
and show yourselves so well versed in them that the fair hope may animate 
you of being able, when the whole course of your legal study is completed, 
to govern our Empire in such regions as may be attributed to your care.”*° 
The teaching itself was reduced to a simple mastery of the materials taught 
and to the interpretations based on these materials. Verifying or reinterpreting 
the text by citing original works of the classical jurists was not permitted. 
The students were allowed only to make literal translations and to compose 
brief paraphrases and extracts. 

In spite of all the natural shortcomings in the execution and the numerous 
defects in method, the stupendaus_ legislative work of the sixth century has 
been of unceasing and universal importance. Justinian’s cade preserved the 
Roman law, which gave the basic principles for the laws regulating most of 
~ modern | society” The will of Justinian performed one of the most fruitful 
deeds for the progress of mankind,” said Diehl.°* In the twelfth century, 
when the study of Roman law, or, as this phenomenon is usually called, the 
reception of Roman law, began in western Europe, Justinian’s code of civil 
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law became the real law for many places. “Roman law,” said Professor I. A. 
Pokrovsky, “awoke to new life and for a second time united the world. All 
legal developments in western Europe, even those of the present day, con- 
tinue under the influence of Roman law. . . . The most valuable contents 
of Roman legislation were introduced into paragraphs and chapters of con- 
temporary codes and functioned under the name of these codes.”°° 

An interesting shift of viewpoint in the study of the legislative work of 
Justinian has occurred recently. Up to now this work, with the exception of 
the Novels, has been considered primarily as an aid for-a«closer acquaintance 
with Roman law, that is, as of auxiliary, not primary, significance. The Code 
was not studied for itself and never served as a subject for “independent” 
investigation. From this viewpoint it was objected that Justinian, or rather 
Tribonian, distorted classical law by either abbreviating or enlarging the text 
of the original. At present, however, emphasis is placed on whether or not 
Justinian’s work met the needs of his time and to what extent it did so. The 
changes in the classical text are properly ascribed _not to the arbitrariness of 
the compiler but to a desire to adapt Raman law to living conditions in the 
Eastern Empire in the sixth century. The success of the Code in accomplishing 
this purpose must be studied with reference to the general social conditions 
of the time. Both Hellenism and Christianity must have influenced the work 
of the compilers, and the living customs of the East must have been reflected 
in the revisions of the ancient Roman law. Some scholars accordingly speak 
of the eastern character of the legislative work of Justinian. The problem 
of contemporary historical-juridical science, then, is to determine and evaluate 
Byzantine influences in Justinian’s Code, Digest, and Institutions.°° The 
Novels of Justinian, as products of current legislation, naturally reflected the 
conditions and needs of contemporary life. 

In Justinian’s time three law schools were flourishing, one in Constanti- 
nople, one in Rome, and one in Beirut. All other schools were suppressed 
lest they serve as bases for paganism. In 551 the city of Beirut (Berytus) 
was destroyed by a terrific earthquake followed by a tidal wave and fire. The 
school of Beirut was transferred to Sidon but had no further importance. 

In Russia under the Tsar Fedor Alekseievich (1676-1682) a project was 
organized to translate Justinian’s Corpus Juris into Russian. A German scholar 
published a contemporary report on the subject and called the project “a deed 
worthy of Hercules” (hoc opus Hercule dignum), but unfortunately it was 
not carried out.*? 
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The ecclesiastical policy of Justinian 


As the successor of Roman Caesars, Justinian considered it his duty to re- 
store the Roman Empire, and at the same time he wished to establish within 
the Empire one law and one faith. “One state, one law, and one church”— 
such was the brief formula of Justinian’s entire political career. Basing his 
conceptions on the principle of_absolute power, he assumed that in a well- 
ordered state everything is subject to the authority of the emperor. Fully 
aware of the fact that the church might serve as a powerful weapon in the 
hands of the government, he used every effort to bring itinto subjection. His- 
torians have tried to analyze the motives which guided Justinian’s church 
policy; some have concluded that with him politics was foremost and religion 
only a servant of the state,°* others that this “second Constantine the Great 
was ready to forget his direct administrative duties wherever church matters 
were concerned.””*® In his desire to be full master of the church, Justinian not 
only aimed to keep in his own hands the internal administration and the fate 
of the clergy, even those of highest rank, but he also considered it his right 
to determine a specific dogma for his subjects. Whatever religious tendency 
was followed by the Emperor had to be followed also by his subjects. The 
Byzantine Emperor had the right to regulate the-life-efthe clergy, to fill the 
highest hierarchic posts.according to his own judgment, to appear as mediator 
and judge in the affairs of the clergy. He showed his favorable attitude toward 
the church by protecting the clergy and by promoting the erection of new 
churches and_ monasteries, to which he granted special privileges. He also 
exerted much effort in attempting to establish a unity of faith among his 
subjects. He frequently participated 1 in dogmatica isputes, passing final de- 
cisions on debatable questions of doctrine. This policy of temporal authority 
in religious and ecclesiastical affairs, penetrating even the deepest regions of 
inner religious convictions of individuals, is known i in history as Caesaro- 
papism,. and Justinian 1 may be - considered one of the most characteristic repre- 
sentatives of the Caesaropapistic tendency.” In his conception the ruler of the 
state was to be both-Caesar and pope; he was to combine in his person all 
temporal and spiritual power. The historians who emphasize the political 
side of Justinian’s activities claim that the chief motive in his Caesaropapism 
was a desire to make secure his political power, to strengthen the government, 
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and to find religious support for the throne which he had procured by chance. 

Justinian had received a good religious education. He knew the Scriptures 
very well, was fond of participating in religious discussions, and wrote a 
number of church hymns. Religious conflicts seemed dangerous to him, even 
from a political point of view, for they menaced the unity of the Empire. 

Although two predecessors of Justin and Justinian, Zeno and Anastasius, 
had followed the path of peaceful relations. with the eastern Monophysitic 
church, thereby breaking away from the Roman church, Justin and Justinian 
definitely favored the Roman church and_renewed friendly relations with it. 
This state of affairs was bound to alienate the eastern prayinces, a fact that 
did not harmonize with the projects of Justinian, who was exceedingly anx- 
ious to establish a uniform faith throughout bissuast Empire. The achieve- 
ment of a church unity between the East and the West, between Alexandria, 
Antioch, and Rome, was impossible. “Justinian’s government,” said one his- 
torian, “was in its church policy a double-faced Janus with one face turned 
to the west, asking for direction from Rome, while the other, looking east, 
sought the truth from the Syrian and Egyptian monks.”** 

The fundamental aim of Jystinian’s church policy from the very beginning 
of his reign was the establishment of closer relations with Rome; hence he had 
to appear as the defender of the Council of Chalcedon, the decisions of which 
were strongly opposed by the eastern provinces. During Justinian’s reign the 
see of Rome enjoyed supreme church authority. In his letters to the bishop 
of Rome, Justinian addressed him as “Pope,” “Pope of Rome,” “Apostolic 
Father,” “Pope and Patriarch,” etc., and the title of pope was applied ex- 
clusively to the bishop of Rome. In one epistle the Emperor addressed the 
Pope as the “head of all holy churches” (caput omnium sanctarum ecclesi- 
arum),°* and in one of his Novels he definitely stated that “the most blessed 
see of the archbishop of Constantinople, the New Rome, ranks second after 
the most holy apostolic see of Old Rome.”®* 

Justinian came into collision with the Jews, the pagans, and the heretics. 
The latter included the Manichaeans, the Nestorians, the Monophysites, the 
Asians, and representatives of other less significant religious doctrines. Arian- 
ism was widely spread in the West among the Germanic tribes. Survivals of 
paganism existed in various parts of the Empire, and the pagans still looked 
upon the Athenian school as their main center. The Jews and the followers 
of minor heretical movements were centered primarily in the eastern prov- 
inces. The widest following was, of course, the Monophysitic. The struggle 
with the Arians in the West assumed the form of military undertakings, which 
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ended in the complete or partial subjection of the Germanic kingdoms. In 
view of Justinian’s conviction of the necessity of a unified faith in the Empire 
there could be no tolerance toward the leaders of other faiths and heretical 
teachings, who consequently were subjected during his reign to severe perse- 
cution carried out with the aid of military and civil authorities. 

The closing of the Athenian school—In order to eradicate completely the 
survivals of paganism, Justinian in the year 529 closed the famous philo- 
sophic school in Athens, the last rampart of effete paganism, the decline of 
which had been already precipitated by the organization of the University of 
Constantinople in the fifth century during the reign of Theodosius IIT. Many 
of the professors were exiled and the property of the school was confiscated. 
One historian writes, “The same year when St. Benedict destroyed the last 
pagan national sanctuary in Italy, the temple of Apollo in the sacred grove of 
Monte Cassino, saw also the destruction of the stronghold of classical pagan- 
ism in Greece.”** From this period onward Athens definitely lost its former 
importance as a cultural center and deteriorated into a quiet, second-rate city. 
Some of the philosophers of the closed school decided to migrate to Persia, 
where, they had heard, King Chosroes was interested in philosophy. They 
were received in Persia with great esteem, but life in a foreign country was 
unbearable to these Greeks, and Chosroes determined to let them go back to 
their land, first arranging a treaty with Justinian by which the latter promised 
not to persecute them or force them to embrace the Christian faith. Justinian 
kept this promise and the pagan philosophers spent the rest of their lives in 
the Byzantine Empire in complete peace and safety. Justinian failed to bring 
about the complete eradication of paganism; it continued to exist secretly in 
remote localities. 

The Jews and their religious kinsmen, the Samaritans of Palestine, unable 
to be reconciled to the government persecutions, rose in rebellion but were 
soon quelled by cruel violence. Many synagogues were destroyed, while in 
those which remained intact it was forbidden to read the Old Testament 
from the Hebrew text, which had to be replaced by the Greek version of 
seventy translators (the so-called “Septuagint”). The civil rights of the popu- 
lation were curtailed. The Nestorians were also severely persecuted. 

Religious problems and the Fifth Ecumenical Council_—Most important 
of all, of course, was Justinian’s attitude toward the Mi Monophysites. First of all, 
his relations with them were of great political importance and involved the 
extremely significant roblem of 1 the eastern provinces, Egypt, Syria, and 
Palestine. In the second place, the Monophysites were supported by Justinian’s 
wife, Theodora, who had a powerful influence over him. One contemporary 
Monophysitic writer (John of Ephesus) called her a “Christ-loving woman 
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filled with zeal” and “the most Christian empress, sent by God in difficult 
times to protect the persecuted.”® 

Following her advice, Justinian attempted at the beginning of his reign 
to establish peaceful relations with the Monophysites. He permitted the bish- 
ops who had been exiled during the reign of Justin and at the beginning of 
his own reign to return home. He invited many Monophysites to the capital 
to a conciliatory religious conference, at which, according to an eyewitness, 
he appealed to them to discuss all doubtful questions with their antagonists 
“with all mildness and patience as behooves orthodox and saintly people.”** 
He gave quarters in one of the palaces in the capital to five hundred Monophy- 
sitic monks; they were likened to “a great and marvelous desert of solitaries.”°*” 
In 535 Severus, the head and “true legislator of Monophysitism,” arrived in 
Constantinople and remained there a year.*® “The capital of the Empire, at the 
beginning of the year 535, was assuming somewhat the aspect which it had 
presented under the reign of Anastasius.”°* The see of Constantinople was 
entrusted to the bishop of Trapezus (Trebizond), Anthimus, famous for his 
conciliatory policy towards the Monophysites. The Monophysites seemed tri- 
umphant. 

However, things changed very soon. Pope Agapetus and a party of the 
Akoimetoi (extreme orthodox), upon arriving at Constantinople, raised such 
an uproar against the religious pliancy of Anthimus that Justinian was forced 
regretfully to change his policy. Anthimus was deposed and his place was 
taken by the orthodox presbyter, Menas. One source relates the following con- 
versation between the Emperor and the pope: “I shall either force you to 
agree with us, or else I shall send you into exile,” said Justinian, to which 
Agapetus answered, “I wished to come to the most Christian of all emperors, 
Justinian, and I have found now a Diocletian; however, I fear not your 
threats.””° It is very likely that the Emperor’s concessions to the pope were 
caused partly by the fact that the Ostrogothic war began at this time in Italy 
and Justinian needed the support of the West. 

In spite of this concession, Justinian did not forsake further attempts of 
reconciliation with the Monophysites. This time he raised the famous question 


of the Three Chapters. The matter concerned three church writers of the 
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fifth century: Theodore of Mopsuestia, Theodoret_of Cyrus, and_Ibas of 
Edessa. The Monophysites accused the Council of Chalcedon because in spite 
of the Nestorian ideas of thesethree writers, it had failed to condemn them. 
The pope and the Akoimetoi advanced very strong opposition. Justinian, 
greatly provoked, declared that in this case the Monophysites were right and 
the orthodox must agree with them. He issued in the early forties a decree 
which anathematized the works of the three writers and threatened to do 
the same to all people who might attempt to defend or approve them."? 

Justinian wished to make this edict obligatory on all churches and de- 
manded that it be signed by all the patriarchs and bishops. But this was not 
easy to accomplish. The West was troubled by the fact that the willingness 
to sign this imperial edict might mean an encroachment upon the authority 
of the Council of Chalcedon. One learned deacon of Carthage wrote, “If the 
definitions of the Council of Chalcedon are being disputed, then is it not pos- 
sible that also the Council of Nicaea might be subject to a similar menace ?”** 
In addition to this the question was-raised-as-te-whether-tt was permissible 
to condemn dead men, since all three writers had died in the preceding cen- 
tury. Finally, some leaders of the West were ofthe opinion that by this edict 
the Emperor was violating. the conscience.of members of the church. This 
view was not held in the eastern church, where the intervention of the imperial 
power in deciding dogmatical disputes was approved by long practice. The 
eastern church also cited King Josiah in the Old Testament, who not only 
put down the living idolatrous priests, but also opened the sepulchers of those 
who died long before his reign and burned their bones upon the altar (II 
Kings 23:16). Thus the eastern church was willing to accept the decree and 
condemn the Three Chapters; the western church was not. In the end, Jus- 
tinian’s decree never received general church recognition. 

In order to attract the western church.to his support Justinian had to secure 
first the approval of the Pope of Rome. Consequently the pope of that period, 
Vigilius, was summoned to Constantinople, where he remained for more than 
seven years. Upon his arrival he declared openly that he was against the edict 
and excommunicated the Patriarch of Constantinople, Menas. But gradually 
he yielded to the influence of Justinian and Theodora, and in the year 548 he 
issued the condemnation of the Three Chapters, or the so-called “Judicatum,” 
thus adding his voice to the votes of the four eastern patriarchs. This was the 
last triumph of Theodora, who was convinced of the inevitable final victory 
of Monophysitism. She died in the same year. Upon the invitation of Virgilius, 
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the priests of western Europe had to put up incessant prayers for “the most 
clement princes, Justinian and Theodora.””* 

The western church, however, did not approve of the concession made by 
Vigilius. The African bishops, having summoned a council, went even so far 
as to excommunicate him. Stirred by these events, the pope wavered in his 
decision and revoked the Judicatum. Justinian decided to resort to the aid of 
an ecumenical council, which was convoked in Constantinople in the year 
553- 

The problem of this Fifth Ecumenical Council was much simpler than 
the problems of the earlier councils. It did not have to deal with any new 
heresy; it was faced only with the problem of regulating some questions 
connected i the desis of the tard eat eh tans, relative partly 
to Nestorianism, but concerning pumarily the Monophysitic faith. The Em- 
peror was very desirous that the pope, who was in Constantinople at the time, 
be present at the Council, but under various excuses Vigilius avoided attending 
it, and all the sessions of the Council took place without him. The Council 
looked into the works of the three disputed writers and agreed with the 
opinion of the Emperor. The resolution of the Council condemned and anath- 
ematized “the impious Theodoret who was bishop of Mopsuestia, together 
with his impious works, and all that Theodoret had written impiously, and 
the impious letter, attributed to Ibas, and those who have written or are 
writing to defend them (ad defensionem eorum).”™* The decrees of this 
Council were declared obligatory, and Justinian instituted a policy of perse- 
cuting and exiling the bishops who did not agree with the condemnation of 
the Three Chapters. Pope Vigilius was exiled to one of the islands of the Sea 
of Marmora. In the end he consented to sign the condemnation and was then 
permitted to return to Rome, but he died on his way at Syracuse. The West 
did not accept the decisions of the Council of 553 until the end of the sixth 
century, and only when Gregory I the Great (590-604) proclaimed that “at 
the Synod, which was concerned with the Three Chapters, nothing was vio- 
lated or in any way changed in the matter of religion,””> was the Council of 
553 recognized throughout the West as an ecumenical council on a par with 
the first four councils. 

The intense religious struggle i mee cap reconcile 
the Monophysites with the orthodox, did not bring the results he hoped for. 
The Monophysites did not seem satisfied with the concessions made to them. 
In the last years of his life Justinian apparently favored the Monophysites. The 
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bishops who disagreed with him were exiled. Monophysitism might have 
become the state religion, obligatory on all, and this would have led to new 
and very serious complications. But at this time the aged Emperor died, and 
with his death came a change in the religious policy of the government. 

In summarizing the religious and ecclesiastical policy of Justinian the ques- 
tion might be asked whether or not he succeeded in establishing a united 
church in the Empire. The answer must, of course, be in the negative. Or- 
thodoxy and Monophysitism did not become reconciled; Nestorianism, Mani- 
chaeism, Judaism, and, to some extent, paganism, continued to exist. There 
was no religious unity, and Justinian’s attempt to bring it about must be ad- 
mitted a failure. 

But in speaking of Justinian’s religious policy we must not disregard his 
missionary activities. As a Christian emperor he considered it his duty to 
spread Christianity beyond the boundaries of his empire. The conversion of 
the Heruli on the Danube, and of some Caucasian tribes, as well as of the 
native tribes of Northern Africa and the Middle Nile occurred in Justinian’s 
time.’° 


The internal policy of Justinian 


Te Nika revolt—At the time of Justiniafs-aecession to the throne the 
internal life of the Empire was in a state of disorder and disturbance. Poverty 
was widespread, especially in the provinces; taxes were not paid regularly. 
The factions of the circus, the large landowners, the relatives of Anastasius, 
robbed of their right to the throne, and finally, the dissenting religious groups 
increased the internal troubles and created an alarming situation. 

When he mounted the throne, Justinian understood clearly that the internal 
life of the Empire was greatly in need of wide reforms, and he attacked this 
problem courageously. The main sources of information on this phase of 
Justinian’s activity are his Novels, the treatise of John the Lydian, On the 
Administration (Magistrates) of the Roman State, and The Secret History 
of his contemporary, Procopius. In recent times much valuable material has 
been found also in the papyri. 

At the very beginning of his reign Justinian witnessed a frightful rebellion 
in the capital which nearly deprived him of the throne. The central quarter 
in Constantinople was the circus or the Hippodrome, the favorite gathering 
place of the inhabitants of the capital, so fond of chariot races. A new emperor, 
after his coronation, usually appeared at this Hippodrome in the imperial box, 
the Kathisma, to receive the first greetings of the mob. The charioteers wore 
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robes of four colors: green, blue, white, and red. The chariot races had re- 
mained the favorite spectacle at the circus since the time when the early 
Christian church had prohibited gladiatorial combats. Well-organized factions 
were formed around the charioteers of each color. These groups had their own 
treasury for financing the charioteers, their horses and chariots, and always 
competed and struggled with the parties of other colors. They soon became 
known under the names of Green, Blue, White, and Red. The circus and the 
races, as well as the circus factions, came to the Byzantine Empire from the 
Roman Empire, and later literary tradition attributes their origin to the 
mythical times of Romulus and Remus. The original meaning of the names 
of the four parties is not very clear. The sources of the sixth century, Justinian’s 
period, claim that these names corresponded to the four elements: the earth 
(green), water (blue), air (white), and fire (red). The circus festivities were 
distinguished by extreme splendor and the number of spectators sometimes 
reached 50,000. 


The cirgus factions, designated in the Byzantine perjod as demes, gradually 
changed SS political, social, or religious 
tendencies. The voice of the mob in the circus became a sort of public opinion 
and voice of the nation. “In the absence of the printing press,” said Th. I. 
Uspensky, “the Hippodrome became the only place for a free expression of 
public opinion, which at times imposed its will upon the government.” 
The emperor himself was sometimes obliged to appear in the circus to offer 
the people explanation of his actions. 

In the sixth century the most influential factions were the Blues (Venetoi), 
who stood for orthodoxy, hence also called Chalcedonians, adherents of the 
Council of Chalcedon; and the Greens (Prasinoi), who stood for Mono- 
physitism, In the time of Anastasius a rebellion had arisen against the Greens, 
whom the Monophysite emperor favored. After terrible raids and destruction 
the orthodox party proclaimed a new emperor and rushed to the Hippodrome, 
where the frightened Anastasius appeared without his diadem and ordered the 
heralds to announce to the people that he was ready to renounce his title. The 
mob, mollified at seeing the emperor in such a pitiful state, calmed down and 
the revolt subsided. But the episode illustrates the influence exerted by the 
Hippodrome and the mob of the capital upon the government and even the 
emperor himself. With the accession of Justin and Justinian orthodoxy pre- 
vailed, and the Blues triumphed. Theodora, however, favored the Greens, 
so that even on the imperial throne itself there was division. 

It is almost certain that the demes represented not only political and re- 
ligious tendencies, but also diffePent-class interests. The Blues may be regarded 
as the party of the upper classes, the_Greens of the lower. If this is true, the 
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Byzantine factions acquire a new and very important significance as a social 
element.’® 

An interesting recurrence of pattern is to be found in the fact that early in 
the sixth century in Rome under Theodoric the Great two rival parties, the 
Greens and the Blues, continued to fight, the Blues representing the upper 
classes and the Greens the lower.”® 

An important new approach to this question has recently been emphasized 
and discussed. A Russian scholar, the late A. Dyakonov, pointed out “the error 
in method” of Rambaud, Manojlovic, and others who fail to differentiate 
between the demes and the factions, which of course are not identical at all 
and must be dealt with separately. The object of Dyakonov’s study was not 
to solve the problem, but to raise it again, so that this new approach may be 
considered in future more highly specialized works.*° 

The causes of the formidable rebellion of 532 in the capital were numerous 
and diverse. The opposition directed against Justinian was threefold: dynastic, 
public, and religious. The surviving nephews of Anastasius felt that they 
had been circumvented by Justin’s, and later Justinian’s, accession to the 
throne, and, supported by the Monophysitical-minded party of the Greens, 
they aimed to depose Justinian. The public opposition arose from general 
bitterness against the higher officials, especially against the famous jurist, 
Tribonian, and the praetorian prefect, John of Cappadocia, who aroused great 
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dissatisfaction among the people by their violation of laws and their shameful 
extortions afd cruelty. Finally, the re igious opposition was that of the 
Monophysites, who had suffered great restrictions during the early years of 
Justinjan’s reign. All these causes together brought about a revolt of the people 
in the capital, and it is interesting to note that the Blues and the Greens, 
abandoning for a time their religious discrepancies, made common cause 
against the hated government. The Emperor negotiated with the people 
through the herald in the Hippodrome, but no settlement was reached.*? 
The revolt spread rapidly through the city, and the finest buildings and monu- 
ments of art were subjected to destruction and fire. Fire was also set to the 
basilica of St. Sophia, the site of which was later chosen for the famous 
cathedral of St. Sophia. The rallying cry of the rioters, Nika, meaning “vic- 
tory” or “vanquish,” has given this uprising the name of the Nika revolt. 
Justinian’s promise to dismiss Tribonian and John of Cappadocia from their 
posts and his personal appeal to the mob at the Hippodrome were of no 
effect. A nephew of Anastasius was proclaimed emperor. Sheltered in the 
palace, Justinian and his councilors were already contemplating flight when 
Theodora rose to the occasion. Her exact words appear in The Secret History 
of Procopius: “It is impossible for a man, when he has come into the world, 
not to die; but for one who has reigned, it is intolerable to be an exile. . . . If 
you wish, O Emperor, to save yourself, there is no difficulty: we have ample 
funds; yonder is the sea, and there are the ships. Yet reflect whether, when 
you have once escaped to a place of security, you will not prefer death to safety. 
I agree with an old saying that the purple is a fair winding sheet.’®? The 
Emperor rallied and entrusted to Belisarius the task of crushing the revolt, 
which had already lasted for six days. The general drove the rioters into the 
Hippodrome, enclosed them there, and killed from thirty to forty thousand. 
The revolt was quelled, the nephews of Anastasius were executed, and Jus- 
tinian once more sat firmly on the throne.** 

Taxation and financial problems—One of the distinguishing features of 
Justinian’s internal policy was his-obstinate;-stillnot fully explained, struggle 
| with the large landowners. This strife is discussed in the Novels and the papyri, 
as well as in The Secret History of Procopius, who, in spite of defending the 
views of the nobility and in spite of crowding into this libel a number of 
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absurd accusations against Justinian, in his eyes an upstart on the imperial 
throne, still paints an extremely interesting picture of the social struggle in the 
sixth century. The government felt that its most dangerous rivals and enemies 
were the largetandewners, who conducted the affairs of their large estates 
with complete disregard-forthe-central power. One of Justinian’s Novels, 
blaming the desperate condition of state and private landownership in the 
provinces upon the_ynrestrained conduct of Jocal magnates, directed to the 
Cappadocian_procansul the following significant lines: “News has come to 


us about such exceedingly great abuses in the provinces that their correction 
can hardly be accomplished by one person of high authority. And we are 
even ashamed to tell with how much impropriety the managers of landlords’ 
estates promenade about, surrounded by body-guards, how they are followed 
by large mobs of people, and how shamelessly they rob everything. . . . State 
property has almost entirely gone over into private ownership, for it was 
robbed and plundered, including-altthe_herds of horses, and not a single 
man spoke up against it, for all the mouths were stopped with gold.’** It 
appears that the Cappadocian magnates had full authority in their provinces 
and that.they even maintained-treeps-oftheir own, armed men and body- 
guards, pon ec as well as state lands. It is interesting to note also 
that this Novel was issued four years after the Nika revolt. Similar information 
about Egypt in the time of Justinian is found in the papyri. A member of a 
famous Egyptian landowning family, the Apions, possessed in the sixth cen- 
tury vast landed property in various parts of Egypt. Entire villages were part 
of his possessions. His household was almost regal. He had his secretaries and 
stewards, his hosts of workmen, his own assessors and tax collectors, his 
treasurer, his police, even his own postal service. Such magnates had their 
own prisons and maintained their own troops.”* Large estates were concen- 
trated also in the hands of the churches and monasteries. 

Against these large landowners Justinian waged a merciless struggle. By 
intervention _in_problems-of heredity, forced and sometimes false donations 
to the Emperor, confiscation on the basis of false evidence, or the instigation 
of religious trials tending to deprive the church of its landed property, Jus- 
tinian consciously and persistently aimed at the destruction of large land- 
ownership. Particularly numerous confiscations were made after the revolu- 
tionary attempt of the year 532. Justinian did not succeed, however, in com- 
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pletely crushing large landownership, and it remained one of the unfailing 
features of the life of wen later periods. 

Justinian saw and understood the defects of the administration expressed 
in the venality, theft; and_extortions which caused so much poverty and ruin, 
and which inevitably aroused internal troubles. He realized that such a state 
of things within the Empire had evil effects upon social security, city finance, 
and agricultural conditions, and that financial disorder introduced general 
confusion into the life of the Empire. He was truly anxious to remedy the 
existing situation. He conceived it to be the emperor’s duty to introduce new 
and great reforms, which he viewed as an obligation of imperial service and 
an act of gratitude to God, who bestowed upon the emperor all his favors. 
But as a convinced representative of absolute imperial power, Justinian con- 
sidered a centralized administration with an improved and completely obedi- 
ent staff of bureaucrats the only means of ameliorating conditions in the 
Empire. 

His attention turned first of all to the financial situation in the Empire, 
which very justly inspired extremely serious fears. The military undertakings 
demanded enormous means, yet taxes were coming into the treasury with 
constantly increasing difficulties. This fact alarmed the Emperor, and in one 
of his Novels he wrote that in view of the large war expenses his subjects 
“must pay the government taxes willingly and in full.”’®* Thus, on the one 
hand, he was the champion of the inviolability of the rights of the treasury, 
while on the other hand he proclaimed himself the defender of the taxpayer 
against the extortions of officials. 

Two great Novels of the year 535 are exceedingly important for the study 
of Justinian’s reforms. They contain the principal foundations of the admin- 
istrative reforms and the definitions of the new duties of government officials. 
One Novel orders the rulers “to treat with fatherly consideration all the loyal 
citizens, to protect the subjects against oppression, to refuse all bribes, to be 
just in sentences and administrative decisions, to persecute crime, protect the 
innocent, and punish the guilty according to law, and, on the whole, treat the 
subjects as a father would treat his own children.”*” But at the same time 
officials, “while keeping their_hands clean [of bribes] everywhere,” must 
vigilantly look after the government income, “increasing the state treasury and 
exerting all possible effort for its benefit.”** Taking into consideration the 
conquest of Africa and the Vandals, as well as the newly contemplated cam- 
paigns, says the Novel, “it is imperative that the government taxes be paid in 
full and willingly at definite dates. Thus, if you will meet the rulers reasonably 
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and help them collect for us the taxes with ease and dispatch, then we will 
laud the officials for their zeal and you for your wisdom; and beautiful and 
peaceful harmony will reign everywhere between the rulers and the ruled.”®* 
The officials had to take a solemn oath to administer their duties honestly, 
but were at the same time made responsible for the complete payment of 
taxes in the provinces entrusted to them. The bishops were supposed to watch 
the behavior of the officials, Those who were found guilty of offense were 
subject to severe punishment, while those who carried out their duties honestly 
were promised promotion. ee eee and govern- 
ment taxpayers is very simple in Justinian’s conception: the former_must be 
honest men; the latter must pay their taxes willingly, fully, and regularly. 
In subsequent decrees the Emperor often cited these basic principles of his 
administrative reforms. 

Not all the provinces of the Empire were governed alike. There were some, 
especially those along the borders, populated by restless natives, which de- 
manded firmer administration than others. The reforms of Diocletian and 
Constantine increased excessively the provincial division and established a 
vast staff of bureaucracy, separating very distinctly civil and military authority. 
In Justinian’s time, in some instances, there was a break with this system and 
a return to the former pre-Diocletian system. Justinian -tmtroduced the prac- 
tice of combining several small provinces, particular arly in in the East, into larger 
units; while in some provinces of Asia Minor, in view of frequent disagree- 


ments and-eenflicts between military and civil authorities, he ordered the 


combining of the two functions in the hands of one person, a governor, who 
was called praetor. The Emperor’s particular attention was directed to Egypt, 
mainly to Alexandria, which supplied Constantinople with corn. According to 
one Novel, the organization of the trade in Egypt and the delivery of corn 
to the capital was in great disorder.°° With the aim of re-establishing this 
highly important branch of government life, Justinian entrusted a civil official, 
the Augustalis (vir spectabilis Augustalis), with military authority over the 
two Egyptian provinces*! as well as over Alexandria, that densely populated 
and restless city. But these attempts to centralize territories and power in the 
provinces were not systematic during his reign. 

While carrying out the idea of combining authority 1 in_some of the eastern 
provinces, Justinian retainedthe former separation of civil and military power 
in the West, especially in the recently conquered prefectures of North Africa 
and Italy. 
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The Emperor hoped that his nu us hasty decrees had corrected all in- 
ternal a REL and “given the empire, through 
his brilliant undertakings, a new period of bloom.”®? He was mistaken. All 
his decrees could not change mankind. It is very evident from later novels 
that rebellions, extortion, and ruin continued. It became necessary to repub- 
lish constantly imperial decrees to remind the population of their existence, 
and in some provinces it was occasionally necessary to proclaim martial law. 

At times, when the need for money was very urgent, Justinian used the very 
measures which were prohibited in his decrees. He sold offices at high prices 
and, regardless of his promise to the contrary, introduced new taxes, though 
his Novels show clearly that he was fully aware of the incapacity of the popu- 
lation to meet them. Under the pressure of financial difficulties he resorted 
to the corruption of money and issued debased coin; but the attitude of the 
populace became so threatening that he was forced almost immediately to 
revoke his measure.”* All possible means were used to fill the government 
treasury, the fisc, “which took the place of a stomach feeding all parts of the 
body,” as Corippus, a poet of the sixth century, puts it.°* The strict measures 
which accompanied the collection of taxes reached their extreme limits and 
had a disastrous effect upon the exhausted population. One contemporary says 
that “a foreign invasion seemed less formidable to the taxpayers than the 
arrival of the officials of the fisc.”®° Villages became impoverished and de- 
serted because their inhabitants fled from government oppression. The pro- 
ductivity of the land was reduced to nothing. Revolts sprang up in various 
localities. 

Realizing that the Empire was ruined and that economy was the only means 
of salvation, Justinia éd to economy in the most dangerous directions. 
He reduced the army in numbers, and frequently kept back its pay. But the 
army, consisting mainly of mercenaries, often_revolted against this practice 
and took vengeance on the tinprotected people. The reduction of the army 
had other serious consequences: it left the borders unprotected and the bar- 
barians crossed the Byzantine boundaries freely to carry on their devastating 
raids. The fortresses constructed by Justinian were not maintained. Unable to 
oppose the barbarians by force, Justinian had to resort to bribes, which in- 
volved very large new cane Ae ie French scholar, Diehl, 


this formed a vicious circle. Lack of money forced a decrease of the army; _ 


the absence of soldiers necessitated-mere-moncy to buy off efiemies.”® 
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When to all this was added the frequent famines, epidemics, and earth- 
quakes which ruined the population and increased the demands for govern- 
ment aid, the state of the Empire at the end of Justinian’s reign was truly 
lamentable. Among these calamities the devastating plague of 542 must be 
mentioned. It began near Pelusium, on the borders of Egypt. The suggested 
Ethiopian origin is vague; there was a sort of ancient and traditional suspicion 
that disease usually came out of Ethiopia. As Thucydides studied the plague 
at Athens at the beginning of the Peloponnesian war, so the historian Pro- 
copius, who witnessed its course at Constantinople, detailed the nature and 
effects of the bubonic disease. From Egypt the infection spread northward to 
Palestine and Syria; in the following year it reached Constantinople, then 
spread over Asia Minor and through Mesopotamia into Persia. Over the sea 
it invaded Italy and Sicily. In Constantinople the visitation lasted four months. 
The mortality was enormous; cities and villages were abandoned, agricul- 
ture stopped, and famine, panic, and the flight of large numbers of people 
away from the infected places threw the Empire into confusion. All court 
functions were discontinued. The Emperor himself was stricken by the 
plague, although the attack did not prove fatal.°’ This was only one contribut- 
ing factor to the gloomy picture reflected in the first Novel of Justin II, where 
he speaks of “the government treasury overburdened with many debts and 
reduced to extreme poverty,” and “of an army so desperately in need of all 
necessaries that the empire was easily and frequently attacked and raided by 
the barbarians.”** 


Menifee mR wRnNC IRIN pes en reform were a complete 
failure. Financially the Empire stood on the verge of ruin. There was a close 
connection between the-tnternel_and. external policies of the Emperor; his 
sweeping military undertakings in the West, which demanded colossal ex- 
penditure, ruined the East and left his si successors a troublesome heritage. As 
evinced by the early Novels, Justinian sincerely intended to bring order into 
the Empire and to raise the moral standards of government institutions, but 
these noble intentions gave way to the militarism dictated by his conception 
of his duties as heir of the Roman Caesars. 


Commerce during the reign of Justinian 


The period of Justinian left distinct traces in the history of Byzantine com- 
merce. In the Christian period, as in the days of the pagan Roman Empire, 
the main trade was carried on with the East. The rarest and most valuable 
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articles of trade arrived from the distant lands of China and India. Western 
Europe of the earlier Middle Ages, in the period of the formation of new 
Germanic states, some of which were conquered by Justinian’s generals, lived 
under conditions extremely unfavorable for the development of its own eco- 
nomic life. The Eastern Roman Empire, with its advantageously situated 
capital became, by force of circumstances, the mediator between the West and 
the East, and kept this position until the period of the Crusades. 

But the commercial relations of the Byzantine Empire with the peoples of 
the Far East were not direct; the mediating agent here was the Persian Em- 
pire of the Sassanids, which gained enormous profits on the commercial trans- 
actions of the Byzantine merchants. There were at this time two main trade 
routes: one by land, the other by sea. The overland caravan route led from 
the western borders of China through Sogdiana (now Bokhara or Bukhara) 
to the Persian border, where the wares were transferred by Chinese merchants 
to the Persians, who transported them to the customhouses on the Byzantine 
border. The sea route used was as follows: Chinese merchants transported their 
wares on vessels as far as the island of Taprobane (now Ceylon), south of the 
peninsula of Hindostan. There Chinese goods were reloaded, chiefly into 
Persian vessels, which carried their cargo by way of the Indian Ocean and the 
Persian Gulf to the mouths of the Tigris and Euphrates, whence they were 
forwarded along the Euphrates to the Byzantine customhouse situated on 
this river. Byzantine commerce with the East, therefore, depended very 
closely upon the relations between the Empire and Persia, and since wars 
with Persia were a regular occurrence in Byzantine life, trade relations with 
the East suffered constant interruptions and great harm. The main article 
of trade was Chinese silk, the production of which was guarded in deep 
secrecy by China. In view of the difficulties involved in its production, its 
prices and the prices of silk stuffs greatly in demand on Byzantine markets 
rose at times to unbelievable figures. Besides Chinese silk, China and India ex- 
ported to the West perfumes, spices, cotton, precious stones, and other articles 
demanded primarily in the Byzantine Empire. Unreconciled to the economic 
dependence of the Byzantine Empire upon Persia, Justinian set himself the 
goal of finding a trade route to China and India which would lie outside of 
the realm of Persian influence. 

Cosmas Indicopleustes—During this period a remarkable literary work 
made its appearance, the Christian Topography or Cosmography, written by 
Cosmas Indicopleustes®” in the middle of the sixth century. This work is ex- 


89 Indicopleustes means “sailor to India,” or tian Monk. See C. Beazley, The Dawn of 
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tremely valuable for the information it contains about the geography of the 
basins of the Red Sea and the Indian Ocean as well as about the commercial 
relations with India and China. 

Cosmas was born in Egypt, very likely in Alexandria. He engaged in com- 
merce from his early youth, but, discontented with the trade conditions in 
his country, he undertook a number of distant journeys during which he 
visited the shores of the Red Sea, the Sinaitic peninsula, Ethiopia (Abyssinia), 
and perhaps reached as far as Ceylon. He was a Christian of the Nestorian 
faith, and in his later life became a monk. His Greek surname, Indicopleustes, 
is found even in very old versions of his work. 


The fundamental aim of The Christian Topography is to prove tothe Chris- 
tians that, regardless of the system of Ptolemy, the earth does not have the 
shape of a globe, but rather that o rectangular box similar to the 
sanctuary in the tabern ses, while the entire universe is analogous in 
form to the general form of the tabernacle. But it is the great historical im- 
portance of this work, which lies in the information about geography and 
commerce, which is relevant here. The author conscientiously informed his 
reader about the sources used and evaluated each of them thoroughly. He 
discriminated between his own observations as an eyewitness and the in- 
formation obtained from eyewitnesses, and facts learned by hearsay. From 
his own experience he described the palace of the Abyssinian king in the city 
of Axum (in the so-called Kingdom of Axum), and gave an accurate account 
of several interesting inscriptions in Nubia and on the shores of the Red Sea. 
He told also of Indian and African animals, and, most important of all, gave 
very valuable information about the island Taprobane (Ceylon), explaining 
its commercial importance during the early Middle Ages. It appears from 
this account that in the sixth century Ceylon was the center of world com- 
merce between China on one hand and eastern Africa, Persia, and through 
Persia the Byzantine Empire, on the other hand. In Cosmas’ words, “the 
island, being as it is in a central position, is much frequented by ships from all 
parts of India and from Persia and Ethiopia.”?°° The Persian Christians who 
remained permanently on this island were of the Nestorian faith and had their 
own church and clergy. 

It is interesting to note that in spite of an almost complete absence of direct 
trade relations between the Byzantine Empire and India, Byzantine coins 
from the epoch of Constantine the Great appear in Indian markets, carried 
there apparently, not by Byzantine merchants, but hy the mediating Persians 
Christian Topography of Cosmas Indicopleus- ~ 19° Cosmas Indicopleustes, Topographia 
tes, vi. M. V. Anastos, “The Alexandrian Ori- christiana, X1; ed. Migne, Patrologia Graeca, 
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and Abyssinians (Axumites). Coins with the names of the Byzantine em- 
perors of the fourth, fifth, and sixth centuries—Arcadius, Theodosius, Mar- 
cian, Leo I, Zeno, Anastasius I, Justin I—have been found in southern and 
northern India.*®* In the international economic life of the sixth century the 
Byzantine Empire played a role so important that, according to Cosmas, “all 
the nations carry on their trade in Roman money (the Byzantine gold coin, 
nomisma or solidus), from one extremity of the earth to the other. This money 
is regarded with admiration by all men to whatever kingdom they belong, 
since there is no other country in which the like of it exists.”?°? 

Cosmas told a very interesting story which shows the profound respect 
commanded in India by the Byzantine gold coin (nomisma): 

The King of Ceylon, having admitted a Byzantine merchant, Sopatrus, 
and some Persians to an audience and having received their salutations, re- 
quested them to be seated. He then asked them: “In what state are your coun- 
tries, and how go things with them?” To this they replied: “They go well.” 
Afterward, as the conversation proceeded, the King inquired: “Which of 
your kings is the greater and the more powerful?” The elderly Persian, snatch- 
ing the word, answered: “Our king is both the more powerful and the greater 
and richer, and indeed is King of Kings, and whatsoever he desires, that he 
is able to do.” Sopatrus, on the other hand, sat mute. So the King asked: “Have 
you, Roman, nothing to say?” “What have I to say,” he rejoined, “when he 
there has said such things? But if you wish to learn the truth you have the 
two kings here present. Examine each and you will see which of them is 
the grander and the more powerful.” The King, upon hearing this, was 
amazed at his words and asked: “How say you that I have both kings here ?” 
“You have,” replied Sopatrus, “the money of both—the nomisma of one, and 
the drachma, that is, the miliarision of the other. Examine the image of each 
and you will see the truth. . . .” After having examined them, the King said 
that the Romans were certainly a splendid, powerful, and sagacious people. 
So he ordered great honor to be paid to Sopatrus, causing him to be mounted 
on an elephant and conducted round the city with drums beating and high 
state. These circumstances were told us by Sopatrus himself and his com- 
panions, who had accompanied him to that island from Adule; and as they 
told the story, the Persian was deeply chagrined at what had occurred."®* 
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In addition to the cee casa or Beene work of Cosmas is 
also of Se pictures (miniatures) 
which adern_ his text. It is likely that some of these pictures were the work 
of the author himself. The original manuscript of the sixth century has not 
survived, but the later manuscripts of The Christian Topography contain 
copies of the original miniatures and thus serve as a valuable source for the 
history of early Byzantine, especially Alexandrine, art. “The miniatures in 
the work of Cosmas,” said N. P. Kondakov, “are more characteristic of By- 
zantine art of the period of Justinian, or rather of the brilliant part of his 
reign, than any other monument of that period, except some of the mosaics 
at Ravenna.”?* 

The work of Cosmas was later translated into Slavonic and became widely 
spread among the Slavs. There exist numerous Russian versions of The Chéris- 
tian Topography supplemented with the portrait of Cosmas Indicopleustes 
and numerous pictures and miniatures which are of much interest in the his- 
tory of old Russian art.’°° 

Protection of Byzantine commerce.—Justinj ade it his aim to free By- 
zantine commerce of its dependence on Persia. This involved establishing 
direct communication ith India by way of the Red Sea. The northeastern 
corner of the Red Sea (in the Gulf of Aka occupied by the Byzantine 
port, Ayla, whence Indian wares could be transported by a land route through 
Palestine and Syria to the Mediterranean Sea. Another port, Clysma (near 
present-day Suez), was situated on the northwestern shore of the Red Sea, 
and from it was directly connected with the Mediterranean Sea. On one of 
the islands at the entrance to the Gulf of Akaba, Iotabe (now Tiran), near the 
southern extremity of the Sinai peninsula, a customhouse for bygoing vessels 
was established during Justinian’s reign.’°* But the number of Byzantine 
ships in the Red Sea was not sufficient for carrying on a regulated commerce. 
This fact forced Justinian to establish close relations with the Christian Abys- 
sinians in the Kingdom of Axum, urging them to buy silk in India and then 
resell it to the Byzantine Empire. He apparently wanted them to play the 
part of trade mediators between the Byzantine Empire and India, as the Per- 
sians had done up to that time. But these attempts on the part of the Emperor 
were not successful, for the Abyssinian merchants could not compete with 
Persian influence in India and the monopoly of silk buying still remained in 
the hands of Persian merchants. In the end Justinian did not succeed in open- 
ing up new routes for direct trade with the East. In intervals of peace the 
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Persians still remained the mediators in the most important trade, and con- 
tinued to make large profits. 

Chance came to the aid of Justinian and helped him solve the highly sig- 
nificant problem of the Empire’s silk trade. Some person or persons’®’ success- 
fully evaded the watchfulness of the Chinese inspectors and smuggled into 
the Byzantine Empire some silkworm eggs from Serinda, which formed the 
basis of a new industry for the Greeks. They made rapid progress. Large 
plantations of mulberry trees sprang up and many factories for weaving silk 
stuffs were quickly established. The most important of these silk factories 
were situated in Constantinople; others were founded in the Syrian cities of 
Beirut, Tyre, and Antioch, and later in Greece, mainly at Thebes. One 
existed in Alexandria in Egypt, for Egyptian clothes were sold in Constanti- 
nople.'°* The silk industry became a state monopoly and yielded the govern- 
ment a large income, which was not sufficient, however, to ameliorate the 
critical financial situation of the empire. Byzantine silk stuffs were carried to 
all parts of western Europe and adorned the palaces of western kings and the 
residences of rich merchants. This caused some highly significant changes in 
the commerce of Justinian’s period, and his successor, Justin II, could show to 
a Turkish ambassador visiting his court the industry in full swing.’ 

Justinian undertook the colossal task of defending the Empire from the at- 
tacks of enemies by constructing a number of fortresses and well-protected 
border lines. In a few years he erected on all the borders of the Empire an al- 
most uninterrupted line of fortifications (castella) in northern Africa, on 
the shores of the Danube and Euphrates, in the mountains of Armenia, and 
on the distant Crimean peninsula, thus restoring and enlarging the remark- 
able defensive system created by Rome during an earlier period. By this con- 
structive work Justinian, according to Procopius, “saved the empire.”?*° “If 
we were to enumerate the fortresses,” Procopius wrote in On Buildings, 
“which were erected here by the Emperor Justinian, to people living in distant 
foreign lands, deprived of the opportunity to verify personally our words, I am 
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convinced that the number of constructions would seem to them fabulous and 
completely incredible.”’** Even today the existing ruins of numerous for- 
tresses along the borders of the former Byzantine Empire astonish the modern 
traveler. Nor did Justinian limit his construction to fortifications alone. As 
a Christian emperor he fostered the building of many temples, of which the 
incomparable St. Sophia of Constantinople stands out as an epoch-making 
mark in the history of Byzantine art. St. Sophia is described later. In all likeli- 
hood he carried his construction even to the mountains of the far-off Crimea, 
and erected there a great church (basilica), in Dory, the chief center of the 
Gothic settlement. A fragment of an inscription with his name has been 
excavated there.'?? 


IMMEDIATE SUCCESSORS OF JUSTINIAN 


When the powerful figure of Justinian disappeared from the stage of his- 
tory, his entire artificial system of government, which had temporarily kept 
the empire inpro ance, fell to ruin. “At his death,” said Bury, “the winds 
were loosed from prison; the disintegrating elements began to operate with 
full force; the artificial system collapsed; and the metamorphosis in the 
character of the empire, which had been surely progressing for a long time 
past, though one is apt to overlook it amid the striking events of Justinian’s 
busy reign, now began to work rapidly and perceptibly.”*** The time between 
the years 565 and 610 belongs to one of the most cheerless periods in Byzantine 
history, when anarchy, poverty, and plagues raged throughout the Empire. 
The confusion of this period caused John 7 Ephesus, the historian of the time 
of Justin II, to speak of the approaching end of the world.’** “There is perhaps 
no period of history,” said Finlay, “in which society was so universally in a 
state of demoralization.”"?® The events of this period, however, show that 
this deplorable picture is somewhat exaggerated and therefore is to be recti- 
fied. 

The successors of Justinian were: Justin JI the Younger (565-78), Ti- 
berius II (578-82), and Phocas (602-10). The most out- 
standing of these four rulers was the energetic soldier and able leader, Maurice. 
Sophia, the strong-willed wife of Justin II who greatly resembled Theodora, 
exerted much influence on government affairs. The most significant events in 
the external affairs of the Empire during this period were the Persian War, 


the struggle with the Sl in the Balkan peninsula, and the Lom- 
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. bard conquest of Italy. In the internal life of the Empire the firmly orthodox 


policy of the emperors and the formation of two exarchates were-significant. 


* a 
The Persian wars 


The fifty years’ truce with Persia established by Justinian in 562 was broken 
by Justin II, who etter aR RCE RE annual sum. A 
common hostility to Persia developed interesting relations between the By- 
zantine Empire and the Turks, who had appeared shortly before this period 
in Western Asia and along the shores of the Caspian Sea. They occupied the 
territory between China and Persia; the latter they viewed as their main 
enemy. Turkish ambassadors crossed the Caucasian Mountains, and after a 
long journey reached Constantinople, where they were accorded an amiable 
reception. Tentative plans began to develop for an offensive and defensive 
Turco-Byzantine alliance against Persia. The Turkish embassy made a very 
interesting proposal to the Byzantine government to mediate in the silk trade 
with China, avoiding Persian interference—the very-thing Justinian had 
striven to attain, the only difference being that Justinian had hoped to arrange 
this by a southern sea route with the aid of the Abyssinians while the Turks 
were considering the northern land route. Negotiations however did not cul- 
minate in the formation of a real alliance for combined action against Persia, 
because the Byzantine Empire at the end of the sixties was more concerned 
with western developments, particularly in Italy where the Lombards were 
attacking. Besides, Justin considered the Turkish military forces rather in- 
adequate. 

The result of the short-lived Roman-Turkish friendship was tension be- 
tween Byzantium and Persia.''® During the reigns of Justin, Tiberius, and 
Maurice an almost continuous-warwas.conducted against the Persians. During 
the reign of Justin II this was very-unsuceessful for Byzantium. The siege of 
Nisibis was abandoned, the Avars from beyond the Danube invaded the 
Byzantine provinces in the Balkans, and Daras, an important fortified border 
town, after a siege of six months passed into the hands of the Persians. This 
loss so deeply impressed the weak-minded Justin that he became insane, 
and it was the Empress Sophia who, by paying 45,000 pieces of gold, obtained 
the respite of a year’s truce (574).'?” A Syrian chronicle of the twelfth cen- 
tury, based of course on an earlier source, remarked: “On learning that Daras 
had been captured . . . the emperor was in despair. He ordered shops to be 
closed and commerce to cease.”*?® 
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Immediate Successors I7I 
The Persian war under Tiberiys and—-Maurice was more successful for the 


Byzantine Empire because Maurice’s able leadership was aided by internal 
dispute in Persia for the throne. aurice’s peace treaty was of great im- | 
portance: Persarmenia and_eastern-Mesopotamia, with the city of Daras, were ‘ 

ceded to Byzantium; the humiliating condition of annual tribute was can- 


umuliatit 
celed; and finally, the Empire, free of the Persian menace, was able to con- 
centrate its attention on westeé airs, especially on the unceasing attacks 
of the Avars and Stavs ir the Batkan peninsula.'?° Another war with Persia 


began under the reign of Phocas, but the discussion of this war is deferred 
because, while it was of exceedingly great importance to the Byzantine Em- 


pire it was not concluded-unti the reign of Heraclius. 


Slavs and Avars 


Very important events took place in the Balkan peninsula after the death 
of Justinian, although unfortunately present knowledge of them is limited 
by the fragmentary material that appears in the sources. During Justinian’s 
reign the Slavs frequently attacked the provinces of the Balkan peninsula, 
penetrating far into the south and threatening at times even the city of Thessa- 
fonica. These irruptions continued after Justinian’s death. There were then 
large numbers_of Slavs remaining in the Byzantine provinces, and they 
gradually occupied the peninsula. They were aided in their aggression by the 
Ayars,a-people of Turkish origin living at that time in Pannonia. The Slavs 
and Avars menaced the capital and the shores of the Sea of Marmora and the 
Aegean, and penetratedinto Greece as far as the Peloponnesus. The rumor 
of these invasions spread to Egypt, where John, bishop of Nikiu, wrote in 
the seventh century, during the reign of the Emperor Phocas: “It is recounted 
that the kings of this epoch had by means of the barbarians and the foreign 
nations and the IIlyrians devastated Christian cities and carried off their in- 
habitants captive, and that no city escaped save Thessalonica only; for its walls 
were strong, and through the help of God the nations were unable to get pos- 
session of it.”'*! A German scholar of the early nineteenth century held the 
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theory, discussed at length later, that at the end of the sixth century the Greeks 
were completely destroyed by the Slavs. Studies of the problem of Slavic 
settlement in the Balkan peninsula depend greatly upon the Acts of the martyr 
Demetrius, the protector of Thessalonica, one of the main Slavonic centers in 
the peninsula.’?” 

At the end of the sixth and the beginning of the seventh century the per- 
sistent southward movement of the Slavs and Ayars, which Byzantine troops 
were unable to stop, produced a profound ethnographic change in the penin- 
sula, since it became occ ettlers. The writers of this 
period were, in general, poorly acquainted with the northern tribes and they 
confuse the Slavs and Avars because they attacked the Empire jointly. 

After the death of Justinian, Italy was insufficiently protected against the 
attacks of enemies, which explains the ease and speed with which it was again 
conquered by a new German barbarian-tribe,the-Lombards, who appeared 
there only a few years after Justinian had destroyed the Ostrogothic kingdom. 
In the middle of the sixth century the Lombards, in alliance with the Avars, 
destroyed the kingdom of the barbarian tribe of the Gepids (Gepidae) on the 
Middle Danube. Later, perhaps in fear of their own allies, they advanced from 
Pannonia into Italy under_the-teadership-of theirking (konung), Alboin, 
moving with their wives and children. They included many different tribes, 
among whom the Saxons were particularly numerous. Popular tradition has 
accused Narses, a former general in Justinian’s army and the aged ruler of 
Italy, of having invited the Lombards into his country, but this accusation 
must be considered unfounded. After the accession of Justin II he retired 
because of old age and died shortly after in Rome. 

In the year 568 the Lombards entered northern Italy. A wild barbaric horde, 
Arian by faith, they laid waste all the localities through which they passed. 
They soon conquered northern Italy, which became known _as Lombardy. 
The Byzantine ruler, lacking sufficient means for resisting them, remained 
within the walls of Ravenna, which the barbarians by-passed as they moved 
on to the south. Their large hordes dispersed over almost the entire peninsula, 
occupying the unprotected cities with great ease. They reached southern Italy 
and soon occupied Benevento (Beneventum). Though they did not capture 
Rome, they surrounded the Roman province on three sides: from the north. 
east, and south. They cut off all connections between Ravenna and Rome, so 
that Rome could hope for no help there and still less for help from the even 
more distant rulers of Constantinople, who were passing through one of the 
most difficult and troubled periods in the history of the East. The Lombards 
had soon founded in Italy a large Germanic kingdom. Tiberius, and even 
more earnestly Maurice, tried to establish an alliance with the Frankish king 
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Childebert IT (570-595) in the hope of inducing him to open hostilities against 
the Lombards in Italy, but the effort ended in failure. Several embassies were 
exchanged, and Childebert did several times send troops to Italy, but always 
with the aim of reconquering the ancient Frankish possessions for himself 
rather than with the intention of helping Maurice. More than a century and 
a half was to elapse before the Frankish kings, summoned by the pope not 
the Emperor, were able to destroy the Lombard domination in Italy.’** Left 
to its own fate, Rome, which withstood more than one Lombard siege, found 
its protector in the person of the pope, who was forced not only to care for 


the spiritual life fh: to organize the defense of the city 
against-the Lombards-f was at this time, at the end_of the sixth century, 


that the Roman Church produced one of its most remarkable leaders, pope 
Gregory I, the Great. He had earlier been papal apocrisiarius or nuncio at 
Constantinople, where he resided some six years without succeeding in master- 
ing even the rudiments of the Greek language.’** But in spite of this linguistic 
deficiency he was very well acquainted with the life and policies of Constanti- 
nople. 

The Lombard conquest of Italy demonstrated clearly the impotence of 
Justinian’s external_policy in the West, where the-Empire did_not possess 
sufficient forces for maintaining the conquered Ostrogothic kingdom. It also 


laid the foundation for the gradual alienation of Italy from the Byzantine 


Empire and for the weakening of the imperial political authority in Italy. 


Religious problems 


The successors of Justinian favored orthodoxy and the Monophysites were 
at times—as during the reign of Justin II—subjected to extremely severe perse- 
cution. Relations between the Byzantine Empire and the Roman Church 

during the reign of Maurice and Phocas are interesting to consider. Gregory 
protested against the assumption by the Bishop of Constantinople of the title 
“ecumenical” and, in a letter to Maurice, Gregory accused the patriarch, John 
the Faster, of haughtiness: 


I am compelled to cry aloud and say O temporal! O mores! When all of Europe 
is given over to the power of barbarians, when cities are destroyed, camps over- 
thrown, provinces depopulated, when the husbandman no longer tills the soil, 
when idol-worshippers are raging and contending for the slaughter of the faithful 
—and then priests, who ought to lie weeping on the ground and in ashes, seek 
for themselves names of vanity and glory in new and profane titles. Do I, in this 
matter, most pious Lord, defend my own cause? Do I resent my own special 
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wrong? Nay, I defend the cause of Almighty God and the cause of the Universal 
Church. He is to be coerced, who does wrong to the Holy Universal Church, who 
swells in heart, who covets in a name of singularity, who also puts himself above 
the dignity of your Empire through a title peculiar to himself.1?° 


The pope did not attain the desired concession, and for a time even ceased 
to send his representative to Constantinople. When in the year 602 a revolu- 
tion broke out in the capital against Maurice, Pope Gregory addressed a letter 
to the new emperor, Phocas, in terms quite unbefitting this foolish tyrant on 
the Byzantine throne: 


Glory be to God in the highest. . . . Let the heaven rejoice, and let the earth be 
glad (Ps. 95:11). Let the whole people of the republic hitherto afflicted exceedingly, 
grow cheerful for your benignant deeds! . . . Let every single person’s liberty be 
now at length restored to him under the yoke of the pious empire. For there is 
this difference between the kings of other nations and the emperors: that the kings 
are lords of slaves, but the emperors of the Roman state are lords of freemen.!7® 


Phocas was apparently pleased, for later he forbade the patriarch of Con- 
stantinople to bear the ecumenical title, a stolic throne 
of the blessed apostle Peter was the head of all churches.”?27 

Thus while Phocas suffered defeat in all his external and internal under- 
takings and inspired the deep wrath and irritation of his subjects, his rela- 
tions with Rome, based _on his concessions to the pape, were peaceful and 
friendly throughout _hjs-reign. In memory of these friendly relations the 
exarch of Ravenna erected in the Roman Forum a column_with laudatory 
inscriptions to Phocas. This monument is still in existence. 


Formation of the exarchates and the revolution of 610 


- See 


In connection with the Lombard conquest an important change took place 
in the government of Italy, which, together with a similar contemporary in- 
novation in the administration of North Africa, laid the foundation for the 
new provincial administration of the Empire: the so-called system of themes. 

The Byzantine authorities in Italy had not been able to offer the proper 
resistance to the Lombards, who conquered two-thirds of the peninsula with 
great ease. Therefore in the face of great danger, the Byzantine government 
determined to strengthen its power in Italy by placing the civil administrative 
functions in the_hands of the military rulers. Byzantine administration in 


Italy was to be headed by a military_governor-general, the exarch, who was 
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to direct the activities of all civil oficiale-fromrhts-residence at Ravenna. The 
formation of the Ravenna exarchate dates back to the end of the sixth century, 
to the period of Emperor Maurice. This combination of administrative and 
judicial functions with military authoritydid not involve the immediate 
abolition of civil officials. They continued to exigt along with the military 
rulers, but acted under the guidance of the military exarch. Only later the 
civil officials seem to have been completely replaced by military authorities. 
The exarch, as a representative of imperial power, followed in his administra- 
tion certain principles of Caesaropapism, so much favored by the emperors. 


. * —— e 
This policy was expressed in such acts, for example, as the interference as a 


final authority in the religious affairs of the exarchate. Unlimited in his power, 
the exarch was given imperial honors. His palace at Ravenna was considered 
sacred and called Sacrum palatium,a name usually applied only to an imperial 
residence. Whenever he arrived at Rome, he was accorded an imperial re- 
ception: the senate, the clergy, and the populace met him outside the city walls 
in triumphant procession. All military affairs, the entire administration, ju- 
dicial and financial matters—all were at the full disposal of the exarch.*?® 


Just as the Ravennese exarchate arose because of the attacks of the Lombards 


in Italy, so the formation of the African exarchate in the-place of the former 
Vandal kingdom was called forth by a simi on the part of the native 
African Moors, or, as oes are sources, the Maurusii 
(Berbers), who frequently engaged in serious uprisings against the Byzantine 
troops who occupied that country. The beginning of the African, or Cartha- 
ginian, exarchate (often called so because the residence of the exarch was at 
Carthage) dates also from the end of the sixth century, the time of Emperor 
Maurice. The African exarchate was founded on the same principles as its 
predecessor at Ravenna, and was endowed with similar unlimited power.’”® 
Naturally, it was only extreme necessity that could force the Emperor to 
create such an unlimited office as that of the exarch, who, granting the desire 
and the presence of certain conditions, could become a very dangerous rival 
of the Emperor_himself. And in reality the African exarch was to raise the 
banner of sedition against Phocas, and the son-of the.exarch was to become 
emperor in the year 610. In Africa the exarchs were chosen very wisely by 
Maurice and demonstrated much skill and energy in governing the land, 
defending it successfully against the attacks of the natives. On the other hand, 
the exarchs of Ravenna were unable to overcome the Lombard menace. 
According to the French scholar, Diehl,’*° the two exarchates must be 
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viewed as the beginning of the zheme (province or district) organization, that 
provincial reform in the Byzantine Empire which started.in the seventh cen- 
tury and spread gradually through-the-entire-territery-of-the Empire. Its dis- 
tinguishing feature was the gradual dominance of the military authority 
over the civil. While the attacks of the Lombards and Moors produced sig- 
nificant changes in the West and the South at the end of the sixth century, the 
attacks of the Persians and Arabs caused later the introduction of similar 
measures in the East, and the onslaught of the Slavs and Bulgars resulted in 
the same reforms in the Balkan peninsula. 

The unsuccessful external policy of Phocas in regard to the Avars and the 
Persians, as well as the bloody terrar-which-was his only means of maintaining 
his position, finally resulted in the revolt of the-African exarch, Heraclius. 
Egypt soon joined in this revolt, and the African fleet under the direction of 
the exarch’s son, also-named-Heraclius,-satted forth to the capital, which 
deserted Phocas and came oyer-ta.the side.of Heraclius. Phocas was captured 
and executed. Heraclius, the son, ascended the Byzantine throne and thus 
started anew dynasty. 


The problem of the Slavs in Greece 


As a result of the investigation of sources on the Slavonic invasions into the 
Balkan peninsula in the second half of the sixth century, a theory of the com- 
plete Slavonization of Greece arose in the early part of the nineteenth century 
and aroused heated disputes among scholars. 

In the twenties of the last century, when all of Europe was seized with deep 
sympathy for the Greeks who had raised the banner of revolt against the 
Turkish yoke, when these champions of freedom, through their heroic re- 
sistance, succeeded in maintaining their independence and created, with the 
help of European powers, an independent Greek kingdom, when enthusi- 
astic European society viewed these heroes as sons of ancient Hellas and 
recognized in them the traits of Leonidas, Epaminondas, and Philopoemen— 
then it was that from a small German town came a voice which astonished 
Europe by declaring that not one drop of real Hellenic blood runs through 
the veins of the inhabitants of the new Greek kingdom; that all the mag- 
nanimous impulse of Europe to aid the cause of the children of sacred Hellas 
was founded on a misunderstanding; and that the ancient Greek element had 
long ago disappeared and been replaced by new, entirely alien ethnographical 
elements, chiefly of Slavonic and Albanian origin. The man who ventured 
to advance openly and boldly this new theory, which shocked to the utmost 
the beliefs of contemporary Europe, was Fallmerayer, at that time professor 
of general history in one of the German lyceums. 
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In the first volume of his History of the Peninsula of Morea in the Middle 
A ges, which appeared in 1830, Fallmerayer wrote: 


The Hellenic race in Europe is completely exterminated. The physical beauty, 
the sublimity of spirit, the simplicity of customs, the artistic creativeness, the races, 
cities, and villages, the splendor of columns and temples, even the name of the 
people itself, have disappeared from the Greek continent. A double layer of ruins 
and the mire of two new and different races cover the graves of the ancient Greeks. 
The immortal works of the spirit of Hellas and some ancient ruins on native Greek 
soil are now the only evidence of the fact that long ago there was such a people as 
the Hellenes. And were it not for these ruins, grave-hills and mausoleums, were it 
not for the site and the wretched fate of its inhabitants, upon whom the Europeans 
of our day in an outburst of human emotions have poured all their tenderness, their 
admiration, their tears, and their eloquence, we would have to say that it was only 
an empty vision, a lifeless image, a being outside the nature of things that has 
aroused the innermost depths of their souls. For not a single drop of real pure 
Hellenic blood flows in the veins of the Christian population of modern Greece. 
A terrific hurricane has dispersed throughout the space between the Ister and most 
distant corner of the Peloponnesus a new tribe akin to the great Slavonic race. 
The Scythian Slavs, the Illyrian Arnauts, children of Northern lands, the blood 
relations of the Serbs and Bulgars, the Dalmatians and Moscovites—those are the 
people whom we call Greeks at present and whose genealogy, to their own surprise, 
we have traced back to Pericles and Philopoemen. . . . A population with Slavonic 
facial features and with bow-shaped eyelashes and sharp features of Albanian 
mountain shepherds, of course, did not come from the blood of Narcissus, Alcibi- 
ades, and Antinous; and only a romantic eager imagination can still dream of a 
revival in our days of the ancient Hellenes with their Sophocleses and Platos.**? 


It was Fallmerayer’s opinion that the Slavonic invasions of the sixth cen- 
tury created a situation in which the Byzantine Empire, without actually hav- 
ing lost a single province, could consider as its subjects only the population of 
the seacoast provinces and fortified cities. The appearance of the Avars in 
Europe was an epoch-making event in the history of Greece because they 
brought with them the Slavs and spurred them on to conquer the sacred soil 
of Hellas and the Peloponnesus. 

Fallmerayer based his theory primarily on the data found in the writings 
of the church historian of the late sixth century, Evagrius, who wrote: “The 
Avars twice made an inroad as far as the Long Wall and captured Singidunum 
[ Belgrade], Anchialus, and all of Greece, with other towns and fortresses, 
laying everything waste with fire and sword, while the greater part of the 
forces were engaged in the East.”'*? It was this mention of all of Greece in 
Evagrius that gave Fallmerayer a basis for speaking of the extermination of 
the Greek nation in the Peloponnesus. The “Avars” of Evagrius did not con- 
fuse this German scholar, for at that period the Avars attacked the Byzantine 
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Empire conjointly with the Slavs. This particular invasion which Fallmerayer 
referred to the year 589, did not exterminate the Greeks completely. The final 
blow to the Greek population came, as Fallmerayer believed, with the im- 
portation of the plague from Italy in the year 746. Reference to this is found 
in the famous quotation from the imperial writer of the tenth century, Con- 
stantine Porphyrogenitus, who remarked that after this terrible plague “the 
entire land was slavonized and became barbarian.”'** The year when Em- 
peror Constantine Copronymus died (775) Fallmerayer estimated, may be 
considered the final date when the desolate land became once more, and at 
this time completely, filled with Slavs, who gradually covered Greece with 
their new cities, towns, and villages.*** 

In a later work Fallmerayer applied his conclusions to Attica without any 
real basis. In the second volume of his History of the Peninsula of Morea he ad- 
vanced a new Albanian theory, according to which the Greek-Slavs who in- 
habited Greece were displaced and crushed by Albanian settlers during the 
second quarter of the fourteenth century, so that the Greek revolution of the 
nineteenth century was in reality the work of Albanian hands. 

The first serious opponent of Fallmerayer was the German historian, Carl 
Hopf, who had studied thoroughly the problem of the Slavs in Greece and 
published a History of Greece from the Beginning of the Middle Ages to Our 
Own Times, in 1867. But Hopf fell into the other extreme because of his 
desire to reduce the significance of the Slavonic element in Greece at all costs. 
In his judgment, Slavonic settlements in Greece proper existed only from 
the year 750 until 807; previous to 750 there were none. Hopf showed that 
Fallmerayer’s opinions on the Slavonization of Attica were based on a false 
document.*** 

The abundant literature on this subject, often contradictory and inconsistent 
in its nature, gives enough basis, however, for concluding that Slavonic settle- 
ments of very considerable size existed in Greece from the end of the sixth 
century, though they resulted neither in pan-Slavonization nor in the com- 
plete extermination of the Greeks. Moreover, various sources mention the 
presence of Slavs in Greece, primarily in the Peloponnesus, during all of the 
Middle Ages up to the fifteenth century.’*® The most important source on the 
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Slavonic penetration of the Balkan Peninsula is the Acta of St. Demetrius, 
mentioned above. This was properly used neither by Fallmerayer nor by 
Hopf; in fact, it has not been adequately investigated up to the present day.**" 

Scholars have frequently disputed the originality of Fallmerayer’s theory. 
His opinion was nothing new. Slavonic influence in Greece had been spoken 
of before his time, though he was the first to express his judgments decisively 
and openly. In 1913 a Russian scholar stated on good grounds that the 
real originator of Fallmerayer’s theory was Kopitar, a scholar of Slavonic 
studies in Vienna in the nineteenth century, who developed in his writings 
the idea of the significant part played by the Slavic element in the formation 
of the new Greek nation. He did not, it is true, develop this theory in detail; 
but neither did he create a sensation by an unscholarly paradox.*** “The ex- 
tremes of Fallmerayer’s theory,” Petrovsky said, “cannot at present be de- 
fended after a thorough study of the problems pertaining to it; but the theory 
itself, harmoniously and vividly expounded by the author, has a right to 
claim the attention even of those historians who disagree with it either entirely 
or partially.”’*? Without question, this theory, in spite of some very obvious 
exaggerations, has played a very important part in the science of history by 
directing scholarly attention to a most interesting and at the same time most 
obscure question, the problem of the Slavs in Greece during the Middle Ages. 
The writings of Fallmerayer assume still wider general historical significance 
when viewed as the work of the first scholar who devoted his attention to 
the ethnographical transformations during the Middle Ages, not only in 
Greece, but in the Balkan Peninsula in general. At present in Soviet Russia 
the thesis of early penetration and settlement of the Slavs in the Balkan Penin- 
sula is strongly supported. In contemporary Russian magazines, such as the 
Historical Journal and the Messenger of Ancient History, several articles on 
this subject have appeared. Fallmerayer is very popular with Russian his- 
torians, who proclaim that his work has not been adequately appreciated. The 
modern Slavophile movement in Soviet Russia seems even stronger than the 
similar movement of some hundred years ago, mentioned in the first chapter 


of this book. 


LITERATURE, LEARNING, AND ART 


Reflecting Justinian’s multifarious activities, which amazed even his con- 
temporaries, the epoch between 518 and 610 resulted in an abundant heritage 
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in various branches of learning and literature. The Emperor himself at- 
tempted literary creation in the fields of dogmatics and hymnology. Maurice 
also displayed a taste for letters; he not only patronized but also stimulated 
literature, and often spent a great part of the night discussing or meditating 
on questions of poetry or history.’*° This period produced several historians, 
whom Justinian’s enterprises provided with a wealth of material. 

The special historian of Justinian’s period was Procopius of Caesarea, who 
has given a complete and well-rounded picture of the reign. Educated for 
the law, Procopius was appointed adviser and secretary to the famous general 
Belisarius, with whom he shared the campaigns against the Vandals, the 
Goths, and the Persians. He stands out both as historian and as writer. As 
a historian he was in a most advantageous position with regard to sources 
and firsthand information. His closeness to Belisarius gave him access to all 
official documents kept in the offices and archives, while his active participa- 
tion in the campaigns and his excellent knowledge of the country gave him 
highly valuable living material based on personal observation and on informa- 
tion obtained from contemporaries. 

In style and presentation Procopius frequently followed the classical his- 
torians, especially Herodotus and Thucydides. In spite of his dependence upon 
the Old Greek language of the ancient historians, and in spite of some arti- 
ficiality of exposition, Procopius had a figurative, lucid, and vigorous style. 
He wrote three main works. The largest of these is The History in E1ght 
Books, containing accounts of Justinian’s wars with the Persians, Vandals, and 
Goths as well as accounts of many other sides of government life. The author 
spoke of the Emperor in a slightly laudatory tone, but in numerous instances 
he expresses the bitter truth. This work may be called a general history of 
Justinian’s time. The second work of Procopius, On Buildings, is an unmiti- 
gated panegyric of the Emperor, probably written at his command, the main 
object of which is to give an account and description of the multitude of edi- 
fices erected by Justinian in all parts of his vast empire. In spite of rhetorical 
exaggerations and excessive praise, this work contains an abundance of geo- 
graphical, topographical, and financial material, and serves therefore as a 
valuable source in the study of the social and economic history of the Empire. 
The third work of Procopius, Anecdota, or The Secret History (Historia Ar- 
cana), is distinctly different from the other two. It is a vicious libel upon the 
despotic rule of Justinian and his wife Theodora in which the author flings 
mud not only at the imperial couple but also at Belisarius and his wife, and 
in which Justinian is represented as the author of all the misfortunes which 
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occurred in the Empire during this period. The contrast between this work 
and the other two is so striking that some scholars began to question the 
authenticity of The Secret History, for it seemed impossible that all three 
works had been composed by one and the same man. Only after a careful 
comparative study of The Secret History with all other sources pertaining to 
Justinian’s epoch was it definitely decided that the work was really an au- 
thentic work of Procopius. When properly used, this work serves as an ex- 
tremely valuable source on the internal history of the Byzantine Empire in 
the sixth century. Thus, all the works of Procopius, in spite of their exaggera- 
tions of the virtue or vice of Justinian’s deeds, constitute a highly significant 
contemporary source for a closer acquaintance with the life of the period. But 
this is not all. Slavonic history and Slavonic antiquity find in Procopius in- 
valuable information about the life and beliefs of the Slavs, while the Ger- 
manic peoples gather from him many facts about their early history. 

A contemporary of Justinian and Procopius, the historian Peter the Patri- 
cian, a brilliant lawyer and diplomat, was repeatedly sent as ambassador to 
the Persian Empire and to the Ostrogothic court, where he was kept as prisoner 
for three years. His writings consisted of Histories, or A History of the Roman 
Empire, narrating, if one may judge by the extensive fragments in which 
alone it has survived, events from the second Triumvirate (from Augustus) 
to the time of Julian the Apostate, and a treatise On the State Constitution 
(Katastasis or Book of Ceremonies), part of which was included in the famous 
work of the time of Constantine Porphyrogenitus in the tenth century, The 
Book of Court Ceremonies. 

From Procopius until the early part of the seventh century there was a 
continuous line of historical writings, and each historian carried on the work 
of those who preceded him. 

Procopius was followed directly by the well-educated lawyer, Agathias, of 
Asia Minor, who left, in addition to some short poems and epigrams, the 
somewhat artificially written work, On the Reign of Justinian, which em- 
braces the period from 552 to 558. Following Agathias, Menander the Pro- 
tector wrote in the time of Maurice, his History which was a continuation of 
Agathias’ work and related events from the year 558 until 582, 1.c., up to the 
year of the accession of Maurice. Only fragments of this work are in existence 
today, but they give a sufficient basis for judging the importance of this source, 
particularly from the geographic and ethnographic point of view; they offer 
sufficient indication that he was a better historian than Agathias. The work 
of Menander was continued by Theophylact Simocatta, an Egyptian, who 
lived during the period of Heraclius and occupied the position of imperial 
secretary. Besides a small work on natural science and a collection of letters, 


he also wrote a history of the period of Maurice (582-602). The style of Theo- 
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phylact is overcharged with allegories and artificial expressions to a much 
greater extent than that of his immediate predecessors. “In comparison with 
Procopius and Agathias,” says Krumbacher, “he is the peak of a rapidly rising 
curve. The historian of Belisarius, in spite of bombast, is still simple and 
natural; more abounding in poetical flowery expressions is the poet Agathias; 
but both these writers seem quite unaffected in comparison with Theophylact, 
who surprises the reader at every turn with new, unexpected flashes of far- 
fetched images, allegories, aphorisms, and mythological and other subtle- 
ties.”’*! But in spite of all this Theophylact is an excellent major source on 
the time of Maurice, and he also gives extremely valuable information about 
Persia and the Slavs in the Balkan peninsula at the end of the sixth century. 

Justinian’s ambassador to the Saracens and Abyssinians, Nonnosus, wrote a 
description of his distant journey. Time has preserved only one fragment, 
which is found in the works of the Patriarch Photius; but even this fragment 
gives excellent data on the nature and ethnography of the countries he visited. 
Photius also preserved a fragment of the history of Theophanes of Byzantium, 
who wrote at the end of the sixth century and probably covered in his work 
the period from the time of Justinian to the first years of the reign of Maurice. 
This fragment is important because it contains evidence bearing on the intro- 
duction of sericulture in the Byzantine Empire and includes also one of the 
earliest references to the Turks. Another source particularly valuable for 
church history of the fifth and sixth centuries is the work of Evagrius of Syria, 
who died at the end of the sixth century. His Ecclestastical History in six books 
is a continuation of histories written by Socrates, Sozomen, and Theodoret. 
It contains an account of events from the Council of Ephesus, in the year 431, 
to the year 593. In addition to information on ecclesiastical events, it contains 
also interesting data on the general history of the period. 

John the Lydian was distinguished for his excellent education, and Justinian 
thought so highly of him that he commissioned him to write an imperial 
panegyric. Besides other works, John left a treatise On the Administration 
(magistrates) of the Roman State, which has not yet been sufficiently studied 
and evaluated. It contains numerous interesting facts about the internal or- 
ganization of the Empire and may serve as a valuable supplement to The 
Secret History of Procopius.** 

The manifold significance of The Christian Topography of Cosmas Indi- 
copleustes, the broad geographical scale of which so closely corresponded to 
Justinian’s sweeping projects, has been discussed. To the field of geography 
also belongs the statistical survey of the Eastern Roman Empire of Justinian’s 
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period, which came from the pen of the grammarian Hierocles, and bears the 
title of A Fellow-Traveler of Hierocles (Xvuvéxdnpos; Synecdemus; Vade- 
mecum). The author does not center his survey about the ecclesiastical, but 
rather about the political, geography of the Empire, with its sixty-four prov- 
inces and 912 cities. It is impossible to determine whether this survey was a 
product of Hierocles’ own initiative or a result of a commission received from 
some high authority. In any event, in the dry survey of Hierocles exists an 
excellent source for determining the political position of the Empire at the 
beginning of Justinian’s reign.’** Hierocles was the principal source for geo- 
graphical matters for Constantine Porphyrogenitus. 

In addition to these historians and geographers, the sixth century also had 
its chroniclers. Justinian’s epoch was still closely connected with classical 
literature, and the dry universal chronicles, which developed greatly in the 
later Byzantine period, appeared only as rare exceptions in this period. 

A middle position between the historians and chroniclers was occupied 
by Hesychius of Miletus, who lived, in all likelihood, in the time of Justinian. 
His works survive only in fragments preserved in the writings of Photius and 
the lexicographer of the tenth century, Suidas. On the basis of these fragments 
it appears that Hesychius wrote a universal history in the form of a chronicle 
embracing the period from the time of ancient Assyria to the death of Anas- 
tasius (518). A large fragment of this work has survived, which is concerned 
with the early history of Byzantium even before the time of Constantine the 
Great. Hesychius was also the author of a history of the time of Justin I and 
the early reign of Justinian which differed greatly in style and conception from 
the first work, and contained a detailed narrative of events contemporary 
with the author. The third work of Hesychius was a dictionary of famous 
Greek writers in different branches of knowledge. Since he did not include 
the Christian writers, some scholars affirm that Hesychius was probably a 
pagan; this opinion, however, is not generally accepted.*** 

The true chronicler of the sixth century was the uneducated Syrian of 
Antioch, John Malalas, the author of a Greek chronicle of the history of the 
world, which, judging by the only surviving manuscript, relates events from 
the fabulous times of Egyptian history to the end of Justinian’s reign. But it 
probably contained also accounts of a later period.'*® The chronicle is Chris- 
tian and apologetic in its aims, exposing very clearly the monarchistic tend- 
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encies of the author. Confused in content, mixing fables and facts, important 
events and minor incidents, it is clearly intended not for educated readers but 
for the masses, ecclesiastical and secular, for whom the author put down 
many varied and amusing facts. “This work represents a historical booklet 
for the people in the fullest sense of the term.”’*® The style is particularly 
worthy of attention, for this work is the first considerable one written in the 
spoken Greck language, that vulgate Greek dialect, popular in the East, which 
mixed Greek elements with Latin and eastern expressions. Since it suited the 
taste and mentality of the masses, this chronicle exerted an enormous influ- 
ence upon Byzantine, eastern, and Slavonic chronography. The large number 
of Slavonic selections and translations of the writings of Malalas are of great 
value in restoring the original Greek text of his chronicle.'*7 

In addition to the large number of works written in Greek, to this epoch 
(518-610) belong also the Syrian writings of John of Ephesus, who died in 
the latter part of the sixth century (probably in the year 586).’** Born in 
Upper Mesopotamia and a convinced Monophysite by faith, John spent many 
years of his life in Constantinople and in Asia Minor, where he occupied the 
see of Ephesus and made the personal acquaintance of Justinian and Theodora. 
He was the author of the Lives of the Eastern Saints or Histories Concerning 
the Ways of Life of the Blessed Easterns (Commentarii de Beatis Orientali- 
bus), and the Ecclestastical History (in Syriac), which embraced originally 
the period from Julius Caesar to the year 585. Of the latter only the most 
important and original part has survived, which deals with events from 
521 to 585. It is an invaluable source for the period. Written from a 
Monophysitic point of view, this history of John of Ephesus reveals, not 
so much the dogmatic foundations of the Monophysitic disputes, as their 
national and cultural background. According to a scholar who has devoted 
himself to the special study of John’s work, the Ecclesiastical History 
“throws much light upon the last phases of the struggle between Chris- 
tianity and paganism by revealing also the cultural foundations of this 
struggle.” It is also “of great value to the political and cultural history of 
the Byzantine Empire in the sixth century, especially with regard to deter- 
mining the extent of eastern influences. In his narrative the author enters 
into all the details and minutiae of life, thus giving abundant material for a 
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close acquaintance with the manners and customs and the archeology of 
the period.”**° 

The Monophysitic disputes, which continued throughout the sixth cen- 
tury, aroused much literary activity in the realm of dogmatics and polemics. 
Even Justinian did not abstain from participating in these literary disputes. 
The writings of the Monophysitic side in the Greek original have not been 
preserved. They can be judged either by citations found in the writers of the 
opposing camp or by the translations preserved in Syriac and Arabic litera- 
ture. Among the writers of the orthodox side was a contemporary of Justin 
and Justinian, Leontius of Byzantium, who left several works against the 
Nestorians, Monophysites, and others. On the life of this dogmatist and 
polemic there is very scanty information.’*° He stands out as an example 
of an interesting phenomenon in the time of Justinian, namely, the fact that 
Plato’s influence upon the church fathers was already beginning to give way 
to that of Aristotle.’ 

The development of monastic and eremitical life in the East during the 
sixth century left its traces in the works of ascetic, mystical, and hagiographic 
literature. John Climacus (6 rs KAiwaxos) lived in solitude on Mount 
Sinai for a long period of years and wrote what is known as the Climax— 
“Spiritual ladder” (Scala Paradisi),** consisting of thirty chapters, or 
“rungs,” in which he described the degrees of spiritual ascension to moral 
perfection. This work became favorite reading among the Byzantine monks, 
serving as a guide to the attainment of ascetic and spiritual perfection. But 
the remarkable popularity of the Climax was by no means confined to the 
East; there are many translations into Syriac, Modern Greek, Latin, 
Italian, Spanish, French, and Slavonic. Some of the manuscripts of the 
Climax contain many interesting illustrations (miniatures) of religious and 
monastic life.?*° 

At the head of the hagiographic writers of the sixth century one must place 
Cyril of Scythopolis, a Palestinian, who spent the last years of his life in the 
famous Palestinian Laura of St. Sabas. Cyril wanted to compile a large collec- 
tion of monastic “Lives,” but did not succeed in completing this project, 
probably because of his premature death. Several of his works have survived. 
Among these are the lives of Euthymius and St. Sabas, and also several minor 
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lives of saints. Because of the accuracy of narrative and the author’s precise 
understanding of ascetic life, as well as the simplicity of his style, all the sur- 
viving works of Cyril serve as very valuable sources for the cultural history 
of the early Byzantine period.*** John Moschus, also a Palestinian, who lived 
at the end of the sixth and early part of the seventh centuries, produced his 
famous work in Greek, Pratum Spirituale (Aeuov), “The spiritual meadow,” 
on the basis of the experience gained during numerous journeys to the monas- 
teries of Palestine, Egypt, Mount Sinai, Syria, Asia Minor, and the islands of 
the Mediterranean and Aegean Seas. The work contains the author’s impres- 
sions of his journeys and much varied information about monasteries and 
monks. In some respects the contents of the Pratum Spirituale are of great 
interest for the history of civilization. It later became a favorite book, not 
only in the Byzantine Empire, but also in other lands, especially in Old 
Russia. 

The poetical literature of this time also had several representatives during 
this period. It is quite certain that Romanus the Melode (“hymn-writer’”), 
famous for his church songs, was at the height of his creative career in the 
time of Justinian. In the same period Paul the Silentiary composed his two 
poetical descriptions (in Greek verse) of St. Sophia and its beautiful pulpit 
(ambo). These works are of great interest in the history of art,’*° and were 
praised by his contemporary, the historian Agathias,’°* mentioned earlier. 
Finally, Corippus of North Africa, who later settled in Constantinople, a 
man of limited poetical ability, wrote two works in Latin verse. The first 
of these, Johannis, written in honor and praise of the Byzantine general, John 
(Johannes) Troglita, who quelled the revolt of the north African natives 
against the Empire, contains invaluable data about the geography and ethnog- 
raphy of North Africa as well as about the African War. The facts related 
by Corippus are at times more dependable than those given by Procopius. The 
second work of Corippus, the Panegyric or Eulogy of Justin (in laudem Jus- 
tint), describing in bombastic style the accession of Justin II the Younger and 
the first events of his reign, is inferior to the first poem, yet it contains many 
interesting facts about the ceremonial of the Byzantine court in the sixth 
century. 

Papyri have revealed a certain Dioscorus, who lived in the sixth century in 
a small village of upper Egypt, the Aphrodito. A Copt by birth, he seems to 
have received a good general education with a thorough training in law; he 
also entertained literary ambitions. Though his large collection of deeds and 
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other papyri furnish much precious information concerning the social and 
administrative history of the period, his poems contribute nothing to the 
glory of Hellenistic poetry; they represent the work of an amateur which 
is “full of the most glaring blunders, alike in grammar and prosody.” Ac- 
cording to H. Bell, he read at least a fair amount of Greek literature but wrote 
execrable verses.*** J. Maspero calls Dioscorus the last Greek poet of Egypt, 


as well as one of the last representatives of Hellenism in the valley of the 
Nile.*** 


The closing of the Athenian pagan academy during lustinian’s reign could 
result in no very serious harm to the literature and education of this period 
becaus¢ the academy had already outlived iis purpose. Ir was no Tonger” y had already outlived its purpose. Tt was no Tonger of 
great import 1n a Christian empire. The treasures of classical literature pene- 
ture. The university of Cons anized by Theodosius II continued 
to be active in Justinian’s epoch. New works on jurisprudence show the im- 


portance of the study of law during this periad. It was confined, however, to 
the formal mastery of literal translations of juridical texts and the writing 
of brief paraphrases and excerpts. We have no exact information as to how 
juridical instruction developed after the death of Justinian. While Emperor 
Maurice showed much interest in learning, his successor, Phocas, apparently 
halted the activities of the university.’°® 

In the realm of art the epoch of Justinian bears the name of the First Golden 
Age. The architecture of his time created a monument unique in its kind— 
the Church of St. Sophia.*®° 

_ St. Sophia or the Great Church, as it was called throughout the East, was 

constructed by the orders of Justinian on the site of the small basilica of St. 
Sophia (“divine wisdom”) which was set on fire during the Nika revolt (532). 
In order to make this temple a building of unusual splendor, Justinian, accord- 
ing to late tradition, ordered the governors of the provinces to furnish the 
capital with the best pieces of ancient monuments. Enormous quantities of 
marble of various colors and shades were also transported to the capital from 
the richest mines. Silver, gold, ivory, and precious stones were brought in to 
add further magnificence to the new temple. 

The Emperor chose for the execution of this grandiose project two gifted 
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architects, Anthemius and Isidore. Both were natives of Asia Minor, Anthe- 
mius from the city of Tralles, and Isidore from Miletus. They attacked their 
great task with enthusiasm and skillfully guided the work of ten thousand 
laborers. The Emperor visited the construction personally, watching its prog- 
ress with keen interest, offering advice, and arousing the zeal of the workers. 
In five years the construction was completed. On Christmas Day of the year 
537 the triumphant dedication of St. Sophia took place in the presence of 
the Emperor. Later sources related that the Emperor, overwhelmed by his 
attainment, said upon entering the temple: “Glory be to God who deemed 
me worthy of this deed! I have conquered thee, Solomon!”**? On this tri- 
umphant occasion the population was granted many favors and great celebra- 
tions were arranged in the capital. 

- Externally St. Sophia is very simple because its bare brick walls are void 
of any ornamentation. Even the famous dome seems somewhat heavy from 
the outside. At present St. Sophia is lost among the Turkish houses which 
surround it. In order to appreciate fully all the grandeur and splendor of the 
temple one must see it from: the inside. 

In former days the temple had a spacious court, the atrium, surrounded by 
porticoes in the center of which stood a beautiful marble fountain. The fourth 
side of the atrium adjoining the temple was a sort of outer porch or closed 
gallery (narthex) connected by five doors with the second inner porch. Nine 
bronze doors led from this porch into the temple; the central widest and 
highest royal door was intended for the emperor. The temple itself, approach- 
ing in its architecture the type of “domed basilicas,” forms a very large rec- 
tangle with a magnificent central nave over which rises an enormous dome 
31 meters in circumference, constructed with unusual difficulty at the height 
of 50 meters above the earth’s surface. Forty large windows at the base of the 
dome let abundant light spread through the entire cathedral. Along both 
sides of the central nave were constructed two-storied arches richly decorated 
with columns. The floor and the columns are of many-colored marble, which 
was used also for parts of the walls. Marvelous mosaics, painted over in the 
Turkish period, formerly enchanted the eyes of the visitors. Particularly deep 
was the impression made upon pilgrims by the enormous cross at the top 
of the dome shining upon a mosaic-starred sky. And even today one can 
distinguish, under the Turkish painting in the lower part of the dome, the 
large figures of winged angels. __ 

The most difficult task of the builders of St. Sophia, a feat yet unsurpassed 
even in modern architecture, was the erection of an enormous, and at the 
same time very light, dome. The task was accomplished, but the remarkable 
dome did not last very long; it caved in even during Justinian’s period and had 


18! See Scriptores originum Constantinopolitanarum, ed. T. Preger, I, 105. 


Literature, Learning, and Art 189 


to be rebuilt on less daring lines at the end of his reign. Justinian’s contempo- 
raries spoke of St. Sophia with as much transport as did later generations, 
including the present. The Russian pilgrim of the fourteenth century, Stephen 
of Novgorod, wrote in his Travels to Tsargrad (Constantinople), “As for St. 
Sophia, Divine Wisdom, the human mind can neither tell it nor make de- 
scription of it.”’°? In spite of frequent and violent earthquakes, St. Sophia 
stands firm even today. It was transformed into a mosque in 1453. Strzygowski 
said: “In conception the church [St. Sophia] is purely Armenian.”*** 

As time went on the true story of the erection of St. Sophia was transformed 
in literature into a sort of legend with a large number of miraculous details. 
From the Byzantine Empire these legends found their way into south-Slavic 
and Russian as well as into Muhammedan, Arabic, and Turkish literature. 
The Slavonic and Muhammedan versions present very interesting material 
for the history of international literary influences.*** 

The second famous church of the capital erected by Justinian was the 
Church of the Holy Apostles. This church had been built by Constantine the 
Great or by Constantius, but toward the sixth century it was in a state of com- 
plete dilapidation. Justinian pulled it down and rebuilt it on a larger and more 
magnificent scale. It was a cruciform church with four equal arms and a 
central dome between four other domes. Again the architects of the Church 
were Anthemiuus of Tralles and Isidore the Younger. When Constantinople 
was taken by the Turks in 1453 the church was destroyed to make room for 
the mosque of Muhammed II the Conqueror. A clearer conception of what 
the Church of the Holy Apostles was like can be obtained from St. Mark’s at 
Venice, which was built on its model. It was copied also in St. John at Ephesus, 

,and on French soil in St. Front at Perigueux. The beautiful lost mosaics of the 
Church of the Apostles have been described by Nicholas Mesarites, a bishop 
of Ephesus, at the beginning of the thirteenth century, and were thoroughly 
discussed by A. Heisenberg.’*® The Church of the Apostles is known to have 
been the burial place of the Byzantine emperors from Constantine the Great 
to the eleventh century. 

The influence of Constantinopolitan construction was felt in the East, for 
instance, in Syria, and in the West in Parenzo, in Istria, and especially at 
Ravenna. 
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St. Sophia may impress and charm now by its dome, by the sculptural orna- 
ments of its columns, by the many-colored marble facing of its walls and 
floor, and still more by the ingenuity of its architectural execution; but the 
marvelous mosaics of this remarkable temple have heretofore been inacces- 
sible, because they were painted over during the Turkish period. A new era 
in the history of St. Sophia, however, started recently through the enlightened 
policy of the modern Turkish republic under the leadership of Mustapha 
Kemal Ataturk. The building was first of all thrown open to foreign arche- 
ologists and scholars. In 1931 an order of the Turkish government was issued 
enabling the Byzantine Institute of America to lay bare and conserve the 
mosaics of St. Sophia. Professor Thomas Whittemore, director of the Insti- 
tute, secured permission to uncover and restore mosaics, and in 1933 work 
began in the narthex. In December 1934, Mustapha Kemal announced that 
the building had been closed as a mosque and would henceforth be preserved 
as a museum and monument of Byzantine art. Owing to Whittemore’s untir- 
ing and systematic work the marvelous mosaics of St. Sophia are gradually 
reappearing in all their brilliance and beauty. Since Whittemore’s death in 
1950, his work has been continued by Professor Paul A. Underwood. 

An excellent conception of Byzantine mosaics exists in the West in the 
northern Italian city of Ravenna. Fifteen hundred years ago Ravenna was a 
prosperous city on the Adriatic coast. During the fifth century it served as a 
refuge of the last Western Roman emperors; in the sixth century it became 
the capital of the Ostrogothic kingdom, and finally, from the middle of the 
sixth century to the middle of the eighth century, it was the administrative 
center of Byzantine Italy reconquered from the Ostrogoths by Justinian. It 
was the home of the Byzantine viceroy or exarch. This last period was the 
brilliant period of Ravenna, when political, economic, intellectual, and ar- 
tistic activity poured forth in an abundant stream. 

The artistic monuments of Ravenna are bound up with the memory of 
three persons: first, Galla Placidia, the daughter of Theodosius the Great and 
the mother of the western emperor, Valentinian III, second, Theodoric the 
Great, and third, Justinian. Putting aside the earlier monuments of the time 
of Galla Placidia and Theodoric, we shall speak briefly only about the 
Ravenna monuments of Justinian’s time. 

Throughout his long reign Justinian was greatly interested in promoting 
the construction of monuments of civil and religious architecture in various 
places of his enormous empire. Upon conquering Ravenna he finished the 
construction of those churches which had been begun under the Ostrogothic 
sway. Among these churches two are of particularly great importance from 
an artistic point of view, They are the Church of St. Vitale and the Church 
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of St. Apollinare in Classe (the Ravennan port, Classis). The main artistic 
value of these churches lies in their mosaics. 

About three miles from the city of Ravenna, in the deserted marshy locality 
occupied in the Middle Ages by the prosperous trading port of the city, rises 
the simple outline of the Church of St. Apollinare in Classe, representing in 
shape a genuine ancient Christian basilica. On one side of this church stands 
the round campanile constructed later. The interior has three naves. The an- 
cient sarcophagi, decorated by sculptural images and situated along the church 
walls, contain the remains of the most famous archbishops of Ravenna. The 
mosaic of the sixth century can be seen in the lower part of the apse. It repre- 
sents St. Apollinare, the protector of Ravenna, standing with raised arms, 
surrounded by lambs, in the midst of a peaceful landscape; above him, on the 
blue starred sky of the large medallion, beams a jeweled cross. The other 
mosaics of this church date from a later period.**® 

For the study of the artistic achievements of Justinian’s period the church 
of St. Vitale in Ravenna contains the most valuable material. Here the mosaics 
of the sixth century have been preserved almost intact. The domed church 
of St. Vitale is covered on the inside from top to bottom with marvelous sculp- 
tural and mosaic decorations. The apse of this church is particularly well 
known because the two most famous mosaics are found on its two side walls. 
One of them represents Justinian surrounded by the bishop, the priests, and 
his court; the other is a picture of his wife, Theodora, with her ladies. The 
garb of the figures in these pictures is very striking in its splendor and magnif- 
icence. Ravenna, sometimes referred to as an “Italian-Byzantine Pompeu,” 
or “la Byzance occidentale,”**’ offers the most valuable material for the evalua- 
tion of early Byzantine art of the fifth and sixth centuries. 

The building activities of Justinian were not limited to the erection of forti- 
fications and churches. He constructed also many monasteries, palaces, bridges, 
cisterns, aqueducts, baths, and hospitals. In the distant provinces of the Empire 
the name of Justinian is connected with the construction of the monastery 
of St. Catherine on Mount Sinai. In the apse of its church is a famous mosaic 
of a transfiguration ascribed to the sixth century.’® 

Several very interesting miniatures and textiles of that epoch have sur- 
vived.*®? And although under the influence of the church, sculpture in general 
was in a state of decline, there were a large number of exceedingly graceful 
and beautiful ivory carvings, particularly among the diptych-leaves and the 
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special group of consular diptychs, the series beginning in the fifth century 
and ending with the abolition of the consulate in 541. 

Almost all the writers of this period and the builders of St. Sophia and of 
the Apostles were natives of Asia or northern Africa. The Hellenistic civilized 
East still continued to fertilize the intellectual and artistic life of the Byzantine 
Empire. 

A survey of the long, various, and complicated reign of Justinian shows 
that in the majority of his projects he did not attain the desired results. It 
is quite evident that the brilliant military undertakings in the West, a direct 
outcome of his ideology of a Roman Caesar obliged to reconquer the lost 
territories of the Empire, were not successful in the end. They were decidedly 
out of harmony with the true interests of the Empire, centering primarily in 
the East; hence they contributed much to the decline and ruin of the country. 
The lack of means followed by a reduction of the army made it impossible 
for Justinian to establish himself firmly in the newly conquered provinces, 
and the results became evident during the reign of his successors. The religious 
policy of the Emperor was also a failure, for it did not bring about religious 
unity and resulted only in additional disturbances in the eastern Monophysitic 
provinces. Justinian met with most complete failure in his administrative 
reforms, which were begun with pure and sincere intentions and which led 
to the impoverishment and depopulation of villages, particularly because of 
excessive taxation and extortions by local officials. 

Two of Justinian’s achievements, however, left a deep mark in the history 
of human civilization and completely justify the surname of “Great.” These 
two achievements are his code of civil law and the cathedral of St. Sophia. 


CHAPTER IV: THE HERACLIAN EPOCH 


(610-717) 


ERACLIUs and his immediate successors on the Byzantine throne form a 
dynasty which was probably of Armenian descent. At least this may 

be inferred from the Armenian historian of the seventh century, Sebeos, the 
invaluable source on the time of Heraclius, who writes that the family of 
Heraclius was related to the famous Armenian house of the Arsacids.* Some- 
what contradictory to this assertion are references in several sources to the 
light golden hair of Heraclius.? He retgned from Ore to 641. By his first wife 
Eudocia, he had a son Constantine, who reigned after the death of his father 
for a few months only and also died in the year 641. He 1s known in history 
as Constantine III (one of the sons of Constantine the Great being considered 
as Constantine II). After the death of Constantine III the throne was occu- 
pied for several months by Heraclonas (Heraclean), a son of Heraclius by 
his second wife, Martina. He was deposed in the autumn of 641, and the son 
of Constantine IM, Tonstans IJ, was proclaimed emperor and ruled from 641 
to 668. The Greek form of his name, Constas (Latin, Constans), is probably 
a diminutive of Constantine, his official name; on Byzantine coins, in the 
western official documents of the period, and even in some Byzantine sources 
he is called Constantine. The people apparently called him Constans. He 
was succeeded by his energetic son Constantine IV (668-85). Constantine IV 
is usually surnamed Pogonatus, meaning “the bearded,” but modern scholar- 
ship attributes this surname to-the father-sather than to t to the son. With the 
death of Constantine IV in the year 685 ended the best t period of the Heraclian 
dynasty, although his son, the last ruler o nasty, Ju Justinian TY, surnamed 
Rhinotmetus (“with a cut-off nose”), ruled twice, from 685 to 695 and from 
705 to 711. The period of Justinian II, distinguished by many atrocities, has 


Not yet been eS It seems reasonable to suppose that the 
Emperor’s cruel treatment of the representatives of the nobility was due not 


1The History of the Emperor Heraclius, 
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only to mere arbitrariness, but also to the concealed dissatisfaction of those 
members of the aristocracy who were not willing to become reconciled to 
his strong will and extreme autocratic policy and who strove to dethrone him. 
Some sources reveal clearly a traditional hostile tendency toward Justinian 
II. He was dethroned in 685. His nose and tongue were cut off* and he was 
exiled to the Crimean city of Cherson; he fled to the Khagan (Khan) of the 
Khazars, whose sister he later married. Still later, with the aid of the Bul- 
garians, he succeeded in regaining the Byzantine throne, and upon his return 
to the capital took cruel revenge on all those who had participated in his 
downfall. This tyranny called forth a revolution in the year 711, during which 
Justinian and his family were massacred. The year 711 marks the end of the 
Heraclian dynasty. During the period between the two reigns of Justinian 
II there were two accidental emperors: the military—leader-from Isauria, 
Leontius (695-98), and Apsimar, who assumed the name of Tiberius upon 
his accession to the throne (Tiberius III, 698-705). Some scholars are inclined 
to consider Apsimar-Tiberius of Gotho-Greek origin.° After the cruel deposi- 
tion of Justinian II in the year 711, for a period of six years (711-17) the 
Byzantine throne was occupied by three accidental rulers: the Armenian 
Vardan or Philippicus (711-13); Artemius, renamed Anastasius during the 
Coronation ceremony (Anastasius II, 713-15) ; and Theodasius III (715-17). 
The state of anarchy which prevailed in the Byzantine Empire from the year 
695 ended in 717 with the accession of the famous ruler Leo III, who initiated 
a new epoch in the history of the Byzantine Empire. 


EXTERNAL PROBLEMS 


The Persian wars and the campaigns of Avars and Slavs 


Heraclius, a very gifted and active emperor, seemed practically a model 
ruler after the tyrannical Phocas. He proclaimed that “power must shine 
more in love than in terror,” reported the poet George of Pisidia, a contem- 
porary, who described in good verse the emperor’s Persian campaigns and 
the invasion of the Avars.° “Heraclius was the creater-of Mediaeval Byzan- 
tium,” Ostrogorsky said, “whose state conception is Roman, whose language 
and culture are Greek, whose faith is Christian.”* Heraclius’ achievements 
are the more noteworthy because at the time of his accession the position of 
the Empire was extremely dangerous. The Persians were menacing it from 
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the east, the Avars and Slavs froma the north, and internal affairs, after the un- 
RE 
fortunate reign of Phocas, were in a state of complete anarchy. The new Em- 


a —— eae 
peror had neither money nor sufficient militaryforce, and profound disturb- 


ances shook the Empire during the early part of his reign. 

In the year 611 the Persians undertook to conquer Syria and they occupied 
Antioch, the main city of the eastern Byzantine provinces. Soon after they 
seized Damascus. Upon completing the conquest of Syria, they moved on 
to Palestine, and in the year 614 began the siege of Jerusalem, which lasted 
for twenty days. Then the Persian towers and battering-rams broke through 
the city wall, and, as one source put it, “the evil enemies entered the city with 
a rage which resembled that of infuriated beasts and irritated dragons.”° They 
pillaged the city and destroyed the Christian sanctuaries. The Church of the 
Holy Sepulcher, erected by Constantine the Great and_Helen, was robbed of 
its treasures and set on fire. The Christians were exposed to merciless vio- 
lence and slaughter. The Jews of Jerusalem sided with the Persians and took 
active part in the massacres, during which, according to some sources, 60,000 
Christians perished. Many treasures from the sacred city were transported to 
Persia, and one of the dearest iclics of Christendom, the Holy Cross, was 
taken to Ctesipbon. Numerous prisoners were sent to Persia, including the 
Patriarch of Jerusalem, Zacharias.° 

This devastating Persian conquest of Palestine and the pillage of Jerusalem 


represent a turning point i in the history_of this province. 


This was a disaster quneae of since the occupation of Jerusalem in the reign of 
Titus, but this time the calamity could not be remedied. Never again did this city 
have an era similar to the brilliant epoch under Constantine, and the magnificent 
buildings within its walls, such as the Mosque of Omar, never again created an 
epoch in history. From now on the city and its buildings constantly declined, step 
by step, and even the Crusades, so abounding in results and various spoils for 
Europe, caused only trouble, confusion, and degeneration in the life of Jerusalem. 
The Persian invasion immediately removed the effects of the imported artificial 
Graeco-Roman civilization in Palestine. It ruined agriculture, depopulated the 
cities, destroyed temporarily or permanently many monasteries and lauras, and 
stopped all trade development. This invasion freed the marauding Arabian tribes 
from the ties of association and the fear which had controlled them, and they began 
to form the unity which made possible their general attacks of a later period. From 
now on the cultural development of the country is ended. Palestine enters upon 
that troubled period which might very naturally be called the period of the Middle 
Ages, were it not for the fact that it has lasted to our own times.’° 


8 Antiochus Strategus, The Capture of Jeru- (1923). 
salem by the Persians in the Year 614, trans. ® See H. Vincent and F. M. Abel, Jérusalem. 
N. Marr, 15; trans. F. C. Conybeare, English Recherches de topographic, d’archéologie et 
Historical Review, XXV (1910), 506. P. Peet- d’ histoire, Il, pt. 4, 926-28. 
ers, “La Prise de Jerusalem par les Perses,” 10N. P. Kondakov, An Archeological Jour- 
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The ease with which the Persiane-eonquered Syria and Palestine may be 


explained partly by by the religious conditions-in-these-provinces. The majority 
of the population, particularly in Syria, did not adheretethe-ofhcial orthodox 


faith supported orted by the central_government. The_Nestorians, and later the 
Monopnysttes, ites, of these provinces were greatly oppressed by the Byzantine 
government; hence they_ quite paturally, preferred the domination of the 
Persian fire-worshipers, in whose land the Nestorians enjoyed comparative 
religious freedom. 

The Persian invasion was not limited to Syria and Palestine. Part of the 
Persian army, after crossing all of Asia Minor and conquering Chalcedon on 
the Sea of Marmora near the Bosphorus, encamped near Chrysopolis (present- 
day Scutari), opposite Constantinople, while another Persian army set out 
to conquer Egypt. Alexandria, fell, probably in the year 618 or 619. In Egypt, 
just as in Syria and Palestine, the Monophysitic population heartily preferred 
Persian to Byzantine domination. The loss of Egypt was a heavy blow to the 
Byzantine Empire, for Egypt was the granary of Constantinople. Stoppage 
of the supply of Egyptian grain had heavy repercussions on economic con- 
ditions in the capital. 

With the heavy losses in the south and east caused by the Persian wars, there 
appeared another great menace ta the Byzantine Empire from the north. The 
Avaro-Slavonic hordes of the Balkan peninsula, headed by the Khagan of the 
Avars, moved southward, pillaging and destroying the northern provinces 
and reaching as far as Constantinople, where they broke through the city 
walls. This expedition was not a campaign, but rather a series of raids, which 
furnished the Khagan with numerous captives and rich spoils which he car- 
ried off to the north.*’ These invaders are mentioned in the writings of 
Heraclius’ western contemporary, Isidore, bishop of Seville, who remarked 
in his chronicle that “Heraclius entered upon the sixteenth (fifth) year of his 
reign, at the beginning of which the Slavs took Greece from the Romans, and 
the Persians took Syria, Egypt, and many provinces.”*? At about this time 
(624) Byzantium was losing its last possessions in Spain, where the Visigoths’ 
conquest was completed by King Suinthila (Swinthila). The Balearic Islands 
remained in the hands of Heraclius.”* 


11 Probably this Avar invasion took place in 
617. See N. Baynes, “The Date of the Avar 
Surprise,” Byzantinische Zertschrift, XXI 
(1912), 110-28. 

12 Isidore’s chronology is not accurate. Isi- 
dori Hispalensis, Chronica Majora; ed. J. P. 
Migne, Patrologia Latina, LXXXIII, 1056 (the 
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After some hesitation the Emperor decided to begin war with 
view of the exhaustion of the treasury, Heraclius had recaurse to t 
of the churches in the capital and the provinces, and ardered a lar 
of gold and "silver co coins to be made from them. As he had antic 
was able to remove the_menace of the Khagan-of-the-~Avars in the! 
sending him distinguished hostages and a large sum of money. In ch ss 
of 622 Heraclius crossed to Asia Minor, where he recruited a large number of 
soldiers and trained them for several months. The Persian campaign, which 
incidentally aimed at recovering the Holy Cross and the sacred city of Jeru- 
salem, assumed the form of a crusade. 

Modern historians think it probable that Heraclius conducted three Persian 
campaigns between the years 622 and 628. All three were brilliantly successful. 
A contemporary poet, George of Pisidia, composed an Epinikion (Song of 
Victory) for the occasion, entitled the Heraclias; and in another poem, the 
Hexaemeron (“The Six Days”), on the creation of the world, he alluded to 
the six-year war_in which Heraclins vanquished the Persians. A twentieth- 
century historian, Th. I. Uspensky, compared Heraclius’ war with the glori- 
ous campaigns of Alexander the Great.’* Heraclius secured the aid of the 
Caycasian-tribes and formed an alliance with the Khazars. The northern 
Persian provinces bordering the Caucasus formed one of the main arenas of 
military action for this reign. 

While the Emperor was absent leading the army in distant campaigns, the 
capital became exposed to very serious danger. The Khagan of the Avars 
broke the agreement with the Emperor and in the year 626 advanced toward 
Constantinople a ae ees a a Slavs. He also formed an 
agreement with the Persians, who immediately sent part of their army to 
Chalcedon. The Avaro-Slavonic hordes besieged Cnsiaitinople to the ex- 
treme apprehension of the population, but the garrison of Constantinople was 
successful in repelling the attack and putting the enemy to flight. As soon as 
the Persians heard of this repulse, they withdrew their army from Chalcedon 
and directed it to Syria. The Byzantipe victory over the Avars before Con- 
stantinople in oe was one of the main causes of the weakening of the wild 
Avar kingdom.’ 


Meanwhile, at the end of 627 Heraclius completely rauted the Persians 
in a battle which took place near the ruins of ancient Nineveh (in the neigh- 
borhood of modern Mosul on the Tigris), and advanced into the central 
Goubert, “Byzance et l’Espagne wisigothique 15 Pernice, L’Ilmperatore Eraclio, 141-48. J. 
(554-711),” Etudes byzantines, I (1945), Kulakovsky, History of Byzantium, III, 76- 
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Persian provinces, collecting rich spoils. He sent to Constantinople a long 
and triumphant manifesto, describing his successes against the Persians and 
announcing the end of the war and his brilliant victory.’* “In 629 Heraclius’ 
glory was complete; the sun of his genius had dissipated the darkness which 
hung over the Empire, and now to the eyes of all a glorious era of peace and 
grandeur seemed opening. The eternal and dreaded Persian enemy was pros- 
trated forever; on the Danube the might of the Avars was rapidly declining. 
Who could then resist the Byzantine-armies? Who could menace the Em- 
pire?!” At this time the Persian king Chosroes was dethroned and killed, 
and his successor, Kawad Sheroe, opened peace negotiations with Heraclius. 
According to their agreement the Persians returned to the Byzantine Empire 
the conquered provinces of Syria, Palestine, and Egypt, and the relic of the 
Holy Cross. Heraclius returned to the capital in_great triumph, and in 630, 
with his wife Martina, he left for Jerusalem, where the Holy Cross was re- 


stored to its former place to the great joy of the entire Christian world. The 


contemporary Armenian historian Sebeos gave an account of this occasion: 


There was much joy at their entrance to Jerusalem: sounds of weeping and sighs, 
abundant tears, burning flames in hearts, extreme exaltation of the emperor, of 
the princes, of all the soldiers and inhabitants of the city; and nobody could sing 
the hymns of our Lord on account of the great and poignant emotion of the em- 
peror and of the whole multitude. The emperor restored [the Cross] to its place 
and returned all the church objects, each to its place; he distributed gifts to all the 
churches and to the inhabitants of the city and money for incense.18 


It is interesting to note that Heraclius’ victory over the Persians is mentioned 
in the Koran. “The Greeks have been overcome by the Persians in the near- 
est part of the land; but after their defeat, they shall overcome the others in 
their turn, within a few years.”?® 

The significance of the Persian campaigns of Heraclius—This Persian war 
marks a very significant epoch in the history of the Byzantine Empire. Of 
the two main world powers of the early Middle Ages, the Byzantine Empire 
and Persia, the second definitely lost its former significance and became a 
weak state soon to cease its political existence because of the attacks of the 
Arabs. The Victorious Byzantine Empire dealt ps death blow to its constant 
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Holy Cross to the Christian world, and at fon same time freed its capital 
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of the formidable menace of es. The Byzantine Em- 
pire seemed to be at the height of its glory and power. The sovereign of India 
sent his congratulations to Heraclius on his victory over the Persians, together 
with a great quantity of precious stones.”° The king of the Franks, Dagobert, 
sent special ambassadors to make a perpetual peace with the Empire.” Finally 
in 630 the queen of the Persians, Borane, apparently also sent a special envoy 
to Heraclius and made formal peace.”? 

Heraclius officially assumed the name basileus for the first time after the 
successful qutcome of the Persian war, in the year 629. This name had been 
in use for centurics Th THe EAC particularty-rFgypt, and with the fourth 
century it became current in the Greek-speaking parts of the empire, but it 
had not previously been accepted as an official title. Up to the seventh century 
the Greek equivalent of the Latin “emperor” (imperator) was the term 
“autocrator” (avroxparwp), that is, an autocrat, which does not correspond 
etymologically to imperator. The only foreign ruler to whom the Byzantine 
emperor consented to give the title of basileus (with the exception of the dis- 
tant king of Abyssinia) was the king of Persia. Bury wrote: “So long as there 
was a great independent Basileus outside the Roman Empire, the emperors 
refrained from adopting a title which would be shared by another monarch. 
But as soon as that monarch was reduced to the condition of a dependent 
vassal and there was no longer a concurrence, the Emperor signified the 
events by assuming officially the title which had for several centuries been 
applied to him unofficially.”?* 


The Arabs 


The reclaimed provinces of Syria, Palestine, and Egypt with their pre- 
dominating Monophysitic population again brought to the fore the painful 
and highly significant it_question-of-the-gavernment’s attitude toward the 
Mongphysites. The lasting and persistent struggle of Heraclius with the 
Persians, in spite of the brilliant final outcome, was bound to weaken tem- 
porarily the military power of the Byzantine Empire because of the heavy 
losses in man power and the exceedingly heavy financial strain. But the Empire 
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did not get the much-needed period of rest because, soon after the end of the 
Persian war, there appeared a formidable menace, entirely unexpected and 
at first not fully appreciated: the Arabs. They opened up a new era in the 
world’s history by their attackg upon the Byzantine-Erapire and Persia. 

Gibbon spoke of their advance as follows: “While the Emperor triumphed 
at Constantinople or Jerusalem, an obscyre town-orrthe confines of Syria was 
pillaged by_the-Saracens, and they cut in pieces some troops who advanced 
to its relief; an ordinary and trifling occurrence, had it not been the prelude 
of a mighty revolution. These robbers were the apesties-ef Mahomet; their 
fanatic valor had emerged from the desert; and in the last eight years of his 

\ reign Heraclius lost to the Arabsthe-same provinces which he had rescued 
from the Persians.”** — 

Muhammed and Islam.—Long before the Christian era the Arabs, a people 
of Semitic origin, occupied the Arabian peninsula and the Syrian desert which 
lies to the north of it and stretches as far_as the Euphrates River. The penin- 
sula of Arabia, embracing an area equal to approximately one-fourth of 
Europe, is surrounded by the Persian Gulf on the east, the Indian Ocean on 
the south, and the Red Sea on the west; in the north it runs gradually into 
the Syrian desert. Historically, the best-known provinces of the peninsula 
were (1) Nedjd, onthe central plateau; (2) Yemen, or Fortunate Arabia, in 
the southwest of the peninsula; and (3) Hidjaz, the narrow strip along the 
coast of the Red Sea, extending from the north of the peninsula to Yemen. The 
arid land was not everywhere habitable, and the Arabs, who were a nomadic 
people, occupied chiefly central and northern Arabia. The Bedouins, who 
were nomads, considered themselves the pure and genuine representatives of 
the Arabian race and the true bearers of personal dignity and valor. They 
treated with arrogance and even with contempt the settled inhabitants of the 
few cities and hamlets. 

The Roman Empire was inevitably bound-to-come into-cotfision with the 
Arabian tribes on its eastern Syrian border, which it was forced to protect. 
For this purpose the Roman emperors erected a line of border fortifications, 
so-called Syrian limes which resembled, on a small scale, of course, the famous 
limes ramanus on the Danubian border, erected for defense against Germanic 
attacks. Some ruins of the principal Roman fortifications along the Syrian 
border survive at present.”® 

As early as the second century B.c. independent states began to form among 
the Arabs of Syria. They were strongly influenced by the Aramean and Greek 
civilizations; hence they are sometimes referred to as the Arabo-Aramean 
Hellenistic kingdoms. Among the cities, Petra became particularly wealthy 


24 The History of the Decline and Fall of 25 On the Syrian limes see R. Dussaud, Les 
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and important because of its advantageous position at the crossing of great 
commercial routes. The magnificent ruins of this city attract the attention of 
historians and archeologists even today. 


From a cultural and political point of view the mestimaportant of all Syrian- 
Arabic kingdoms in the epoch of the Roman Empire was Palmyra, whose 


valiant queen, the Hellenistically educated Zenobia, as the Roman and Greek 
writers call her, formed a large state in the second half of the third century 
A.D. by conquering Egypt and the major part of Asia Minor. According to 
B. A. Turaev,”® this was the first manifestation of the reaction of the East 
and the first breaking up of the Empire into two parts, eastern and western. 
The Emperor Aurelian restored the unity of the Empire, and in the year 273 
the conquered queen had to follow the triumphal chariot of the conquerer 
when he entered Rome. Rebellious Palmyra was destroyed. Its imposing 
ruins, however, like those of Petra, still attract scholars and tourists. The 
famous epigraphic monument of Palmyra, the tariff of Palmyra, engraved 
on a stone of enormous size and containing very valuable information about 
the trade and finance of the city, has been transferred to Russia and is now 
at the Hermitage in Leningrad. 

Two Arabian dynasties stand out very distinctly during the Byzantine 
period. One, the dynasty of the Ghassanids in Syria, Monophysitic in its re- 
ligious tendencies and dependent upon the Byzantine emperors, became par- | 
ticularly powerful in the sixth century under Justinian, when it aided the 
Byzantine Empire in its military undertakings in the East. This dynasty 
probably ceased to exist in the early seventh century, when the Persians con-¢ 
quered Syria and Palestine. The second Arabian dynasty, the Lakhmids, 
centered in the city of Hira on the Euphrates. Because of its vassal relations 
with the Persian Sassanids it was hostile to the Ghassanids. It also ceased at 
the beginning of the seventh century. In the city of Hira Christianity, in its 
Nestorian form, had a body of adherents, and even some members of the 
Lakhmid dynasty accepted it. Both dynasties had to defend the borders of 
their kingdom, the Ghassanids on the Bygamtine_side and the Lakhmids on 
the Persian. Apparently both vassal states disappeared at the beginning of the 
seventh century, so that at the time of Muhammed’s advance there was not 
a single political organization within the - confines of the Arabian peninsula 
and the Syrian desert which could be € called a state. There had existed in 
Yemen since the end of the second c century B.c. the kingdom of the Sabaeans- 


Himyarites (Homerites). But in about the year 570 Yemen was conquered 
by the Persians.?" 


*6 History of the Ancient East (and ed.,_ ed., 485; see Noldeke, Geschichte der Perser 
1914), HI, 373. und Araber, 249-50. C. Conti Rossini, Storia 
** Excerpta e Theophanis Historia, Bonn  d’Etiopia, 199. 
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Before the time of Muhammed the ancient Arabs lived in tribal organiza- 


tions. Blood relationship was the only basis for common interests, which were 
confined almost exclusively to loyalty, protection, aid, and revenge upon ene- 
mies for insults suffered by the tribe. The least occasion sufficed for starting 
lasting and bloody struggle between tribes. References to these ancient times 
and customs have been preserved in old Arabic poetry, as well as in prose 
tradition. Animosity and arrogance were the two predominant elements in 
the mutual relations of different tribes of ancient Arabia. 

The religious conceptions of the ancient Arabs were primitive. The tribes 
had their own gods and sacred objects, such as stones, trees, and springs, 
through which they aspired to divine the future. In some parts of Arabia the 
worship of stars prevailed. According to one expert in Arabic antiquity, the 
ancient Arabs in their religious experiences hardly rose above the feelings of 
a fetishist before the worshiped object.?* They believed in the existence of 
friendly, and, more frequently, unfriendly, forces which they called dyinn 
(demons). Among the Arabs the conception of the higher invisible power 
of Allah was vague. Prayer as a form of worship was apparently unknown to 
them, and when they turned to the deity, their invocation was usually an ap- 
peal for aid in revenging some injury or injustice suffered from an enemy. 
Goldziher asserted also that “the surviving pre-Islamic poems do not contain 
any allusions to a striving toward the divine even on the part of the more 
sublime souls, and give only slight indications about their attitude to the 
religious traditions of their people.”® 

The nomadic life of the Bedouins was naturally unfavorable to the develop- 
ment of distinct permanent places for the performance of religious worship, 
even of a very primitive form. But there were, besides the Bedouins, the 
settled inhabitants of cities and hamlets which sprang up and developed along 
the trade routes, mainly on the caravan road leading from the south to the 
north, from Yemen to Palestine, Syria, and the Sinaitic peninsula. The richest 
among the cities along this route was Mecca (Macoraba, in ancient writings), 
famous long before Myhammed’s appearance. Second in importance was the 
city of Yathrib, the future Medina, situated farther north. These cities were 
convenient stopping points for the trade caravans traveling from the north 
and south. There were many Jews among the merchants of Mecca and 
Yathrib, as well as among the population of other portions of the peninsula, 
such as northern Hidjaz and Yemen. From the Romano-Byzantine provinces 
of Palestine and Syria in the north, and from Abyssinia through Yemen in 
the south, many Christians penetrated into the peninsula. Mecca became 

“81, Goldziher, “Die Religion des Islams,” gionen des Orients, ed. P. Hinneberg, III, 
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the central gathering point for the mixed population of the peninsula. From 
remote times there existed in Mecca the sanctuary Kaaba (the Cube) which 
was originally distinctly non-Arabic. It was a cube-shaped stone building, 
about thirty-five feet high, concealing the main object of worship, the black 
stone. Tradition claimed that this stone had been sent down from heaven, 
and associated the erection of the sanctuary with the name of Abraham. Be- 
cause of its advantageous commercial position, Mecca was visited by merchants 
from all Arabian tribes. Some legends affirm that, in order to attract more 
visitors to the city, idols of various tribes were placed within the Kaaba, so 
that representatives of each tribe could worship their favorite deity during 
their stay in Mecca. The number of pilgrims increased constantly, being par- 
ticularly great during the sacred period of the “Peace of God,” an observance 
which more or less guaranteed the territorial inviolability of the tribes who 
sent representatives to Mecca. The time of religious festivals coincided with 
the great fair at Mecca, where the Arabs and foreign merchants carried out 
trade transactions which gave Mecca enormous profits. The city was rapidly 
growing very wealthy. About the fifth century a.p. a distinguished tribe of 
Kuraish began to dominate in the city. The material interests of the money- 
loving Meccans were not neglected, and the sacred gatherings were often 
utilized by the citizens for the promotion of their own selfish interests. Ac- 
cording to one scholar, “with the dominance of the nobility, charged with 
performing the traditional ceremonies, the city assumed a materialistic, arro- 
gantly plutocratic character, and deep religious satisfaction could not be 
found there.’*° 

Under the influence of Judaism and Christianity, with which the Arabs 
had ample opportunity to become acquainted in Mecca, there appeared even 
before Muhammed isolated individuals truly inspired by religious ideals 
distinctly different from the dry ritual of the old religious customs. An aspira- 
tion toward monotheism and the acceptance of the ascetic form of living were 
the distinguishing ideals of these modest apostles. They found gratification 
in their personal experiences but did not influence or convert the people about 
them. The man who unified the Arabs and founded aw a world religion was 
Muhammed, who, from a modest preacher of penitence, became at first a 
prophet, and later the chief of-a political community. 

Muhammed was born about 570. He was a member of the Hashimite clan, 
one of the poorest clans of the Kuraish tribe. His parents died while he was 
still very young, and he had to earn his own living by acting as a driver of 
camels in the trade caravans of the rich widow Khadidja. His material con- 

30 Ibid., 103. See also P. H. Lammens, “La Lammens, “Les sanctuaires préislamiques 
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dition improved greatly when he married her. He was of a sensitive, sickly 
disposition from early childhood, and under the influence of his contact with 
the Jews and Christians began to meditate more and more upon the religious 
organization of Mecca. The doubts which frequently arose in his mind caused 
him many moments of despair and endless suffering, and he became subject 
to nervous attacks. During his solitary wanderings on the outskirts of Mecca 
he was troubled by visions, and within him strengthened the conviction that 
God had sent him to save His people who had followed the wrong path. 

Muhammed was forty years old when he determined to express his views 
openly, at first as a modest preacher of morality in his own family. Later he 
began to preach to a small group of people from the lower classes, and shortly 
after to some distinguished citizens. The chiefs of Kuraish, however, were 
openly against Muhammed and made it impossible for him to remain in 
Mecca. He secretly departed with his followers from his native city in the year 
622, and went northward to the city of Yathrib, whose population, including 
the Jews, had frequently urged him to come to their city, promising him more 
favorable living conditions. They received him and his followers very warmly 
and later changed the name of their city to Medina, meaning “the city of 
the prophet.” 

The year of the migration or, as it is more frequently but incorrectly called, 
the year of the flight (Aidjra in Arabic, distorted by Europeans into -Aegira) 
of Muhammed from Mecca ta Medina marks the Muhammedan era.*' Be- 
ginning wi 22, the Arabs and all other Muslim peoples count their 
chronology by using as a unit the lunar year, which is somewhat shorter than 
the solar year. The Muhammedans usually consider Friday, July 16, of the 
year 622 the beginning of the first year of the hegira. This chronology, how- 
ever, was introduced only during the sixteenth year counting from 622. 

The original sources bearing on Muhammedanism are unsatisfactory; 
there is almost no authentic information about the early Meccan period of 
Muhammed’s life. At that time his teaching was of such a vague, almost cha- 
otic, nature that it was not yet possible to call it a new religion. 

In Medina Muhammed became the head of a large community and began 
to lay the foundations for a political. state on a religious basis. Having de- 
veloped the main principles of his religion, introduced certain religious cere- 
monies, and strengthened his political position, he set out to conquer Mecca 
in the year 630. Upon entering the city he immediately destroyed its idols and 
all survivals of polytheism. The cult of an only God—Allah—was the basis 
of the new religion. Muhammed granted a sort of amnesty to all his enemies, 


311t is better not to translate the word means “to break off relations, abandon one’s 
“hidjra” by flight, because “to flee” is not im- tribe, emigrate”; see Encyclopédie de I’'Islam, 
plied in the Arabic root “Aadjara,” which — II, 320-21. 
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and eee eee ete: From that time Muhammed and his fol- 
lowers freely made their pilgrimages to Mecca and practiced their new rites. 
Muhammed died in the year 632-—~—~CS~S~S 

He was not a logical thinker; hence his religious teaching can hardly be 
presented in a systematic way. This teaching was not an original creation; it 
had developed under the influence of other_religions—Christianity, Judaism, 
and to some extent Parsism (Zoroastri ism), the religion OF the Persian 
kingdom of the Sassanids of that time. Modern historians have reached the 
conclusion that “the original Muhammedan community, contrary to earlier 
opinion, was more closely related to Christianity than to Judaism.”** Mu- 
hammed had become acquainted with other religions in his youth during 
his travels with the caravans, and later in Mecca and Yathrib (Medina). The 
distinctive feature of his teaching is a realization of the complete dependence 
of man upon God and a blind resignation to His will. The faith is strictly 


monotheisti¢,and God is considered unlimited in his power over His creatures. 
The Muhammedan meuiee epee he etre aes eee eee oe 
nation or submission to God,” and the followers of Islam are called Muslims, 
or Muhammedans. At the basis of this religion lies the distinct idea of a a single 
God, Allah. The statement “There is only_one God and Muhammed is his 
“and is one of the fundamental principles of Islam. Both Moses and Jesus 
Christ were recognized as prophets, Christ bamg the penultimate prophet; but 
the new teaching claimed that neither was as great as Muhammed. During 
his sojourn in Medina Muhammed declared that his religious teaching repre- 
sented a pure restoration of the religion of Abraham, corrupted by the Chris- 
tiansand Jews. One of Muhammed’s first problems was to lead the Arabs out 
of their state of barbarism (Djahiliyya in Arabic), and inculcate in them 


bial appeal oreniphs. ites of the widely spread cruel custom of revenge, 
he preached to his people peace, loye, and self-control. He was responsible 


for putting an end to the custom which prevailed among certain Arabian 
tribes of burying alive newly born girls. He also attempted to regulate marital 


relations and limit polygamy by reducing the legally permissible number 
of wivestefour, allowing more freedom in this respect to himself alone. In 
place of the old tribal conceptions, he advanced the idea of personal rights, 
including the right of inheritance. Muhammed introduced some directions 
regarding prayer and fasting; it was necessary TO face in the direction of the 
Kaaba during prayer, and the great fasting period was set in the ninth month, 


called Ramadan. The weekly holiday was set on Friday. The new teaching 
prohibited the use of blood, wine, pork, and the esh of animals which died 
82 See V. Barthold, “The Orientation of the (1922), 116. C. H. Becker, Vom Werden und 
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a natural death or which had served as sacrifices for pagan idols. Gambling 
was also prohibited. Belief in angels andthe devil was compulsory for all 
Pag pings aan goonshe opie and hell, of the Resurrection, and 
the Last Judgment were distinctly-materialistic. The basic elements of these 
conceptions can be found in the Jewish-Christian apocryphal literature. Mu- 
hammed included in his teaching the mercy of God, the repentance of sinners, 
and the advocacy of good deeds-Modern religious rules and regulations de- 
veloped gradually, some after the death of Muhammed. Thus, be example, 
prayer at a set time had not yet been strictly established, even in the time of 
the Umayyads (Omayyads, Ommiads).** The prescribed requirements can 
be reduced to five: (1) the profession of faith in an only God, Allah, and his 
prophet, Muhammed; (2) the performance of a definite prayer at a set time 
with the strict observance of prescribed rituals; (3) the contribution of a 
certain sum of money toward meeting the military and charitable expenses 
of the Muhammedan community; (4) fasting during the month of Ramadan; 
and (5) the pilgrimage to the Kaaba in Mecca (in Arabic such a pilgrimage 
is called Aad7). All the basic principles and regulations of the Muhammedan 
faith are laid down in a sacred book of revelations of Muhammed, the Koran, 
which is subdivided into 114 chapters (Sura in Arabic). The tales of Mu- 
hammed’s teachings and deeds, sista later in various books, bear the name 
of Sunna. 

The history of early Islam in the time of Muhammed is obscure and de- 
batable because of the present condition of sources bearing upon this period. 
And yet for the history of the Byzantine Empire dt during the seventh century 
this problem is of extreme significance, since its adequate solution may affect 
greatly the explanation of the unusual and rapid military success of the Arabs, 
who took_from—-the-Byzantine_Empire its eastern and southern provinces: 
Syria, Palestine, Egypt, and North Africa. 

The observations of three profound students illustrate the prevalence of 
contradictory opinions among scholars with regard to Islam. Goldziher wrote, 
“There is no doubt that Muhammed thought of spreading his religion beyond 
the borders of Arabia and of transforming his teaching, originally communi- 
cated only to his nearest relatives, into og AE would dominate the 


entire world.”** Grimme stated that on the basis of the Koran one 1s led to 
believe that the final aim of Islam was “the complete possession of Arabia.’’** 


Caetani wrote that the prophet never dreamed of converting the entire land 
of Arabia and all the Arabs.*° 


831, Goldziher, Muhammedanische Studien, | Orients, ed. P. Hinneberg, III, I, 106. 
II, 20. 35 Mohammed, I, 123. Charles Diehl and G. 
84 Goldziher, “Die Religion des Islams,” in Margais, Le Monde oriental de 395 a 1018, 176. 
Die Kultur der Gegenwart: Die Religionen des 88 Studi di storia orientale, Ill, 236, 257. 
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In Muhammed’s lifetime not all of Arabia came under his sway. It may be 
said generally that Arabia, during all of its existence, never recognized a sole 
ruler for the entire land. In reality Muhammed dominated a territory which 
occupied perhaps less than a third of the peninsula. This area became strongly 
influenced by the new ideas of Islam, but the remaining part of Arabia per- 
sisted under a political and 1 religious Ofganizatio ganization differing very little from 
that which had existed ‘before the appearance of Muhammed. Christianity 
prevailed in the southwest af the peninsula, in Yemen. The tribes of north- 
eastern Arabia also adopted the Christian faith, which soon became the pre- 
dominating religion in Mesopotamia and in the Arabian provinces along the 
Euphrates River. Meanwhile, the official Persian religion was constantly and 
rapidly declining. Thus, at the time of his death Muhammed was neither 
the political ruler of all Arabia nor its religious | leader. 

It is interesting to note that at first the Byzantine Empire viewed Islam as 
a kind of Arianism and placed it oa Tevel_wit Christian sects. By- 
zantine apologetic and polemic literature argues against Islam in the same 
manner as it did against the Monophysites, the Monotheletes, and the ad- 
herents of other heretical teachings. Thus John Damascene, a member of a 
Saracen family, who lived at'the Muhammedan court in the eighth century, 
did not regard Islam as a new religion, but considered it only an instance of 
secession from the true Christian faith similar in nature to other earlier here- 
sies. The Byzantine historians also showed very little interest in the rise of 
Muhammed and the political movement which he initiated.*’ The first 
chronicler who records some facts about the life of Muhammed, “the ruler 
of the Saracens and the pseudo-prophet,” was Theophanes, who wrote in the 
early part of the ninth century.** In the conception of medieval western Europe 
Islam was not a distinct religion, but a Christian sect, akin in its dogmas to 
Arianism; and even in the later part of the Middle Ages Dante, in his Divine 
Comedy, considered Muhammed a heretic and calls him a “sower of scandal 
and schism” (Seminator di scandalo e di scisma (Inferno, XXVIII, 31-36]). 

Causes of the Arabian conquest in the seventh century —lIt is customary to 
point out the religious enthusiasm of the Muslims, which-frequently rose to 
a state of religious fanaticism and absolute intolerance, as one of the main 
causes for the striking military st success of the Arabs i in their combat with 
Persia and the Byzantine Empire in the seventh | century. The Arabs are sup- 
posed to have rushed upon the Asiatic and,African provinces with a determina- 
tion to carry out the will of their prophet, who had prescribed the conversion 
of the entire world to the new faith. The victories of the Arabs are ordinarily 


37 See K. Guterbock, Der Islam im Lichte  E\chner, “Die Nachrighten uber den Islam 
der byzantinischen Polemtk, 6, 7, 11, 67-68. bei den Byzantinern,” Der Islam, XXIII 
38 Chronographia, ed. de Boor, 333. See W. (1936), 133-62, 197-244. 
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explained by the religious enthusiasm which prepared the fanatical Muslims 
to regard death with disdain and made them invincible. 

This view should be recognized as unfounded. At the time of Muhammed’s 
death there were few convinced Muslims, and even this small number re- 
mained in Medina until the end of the first great conquests. Very few of the 
followers of Muhammed fought in Syria and Persia. The great majority of 
the fighting Arabs consisted of Bedouins who knew.of Islam only by hearsay. 
They were concerned with nothing but material, earthly benefits, and craved 
spoils and_unrestrained license. Religious enthusiasm did not exist among 
them. Besides, early Islam was tolerant in nature. The Koran states directly 
that “God will not force anyone beyond his capacity” (II, 257). The indulgent 
attitude of early Islam toward Christianity and Judaism is well known. The 
Koran speaks of God’s tolerance of other faiths: “If thy Lord wished, he 
would make the people as one religious community” (XI, 120). The religious 
fanaticism and intolerance of the Muslims are later phenomena, alien to the 
Arabic nation and explainable by the influence of the Muslim proselytes. The 


victorious conquests of the Arabs in the seve ot be credited 


to religious enthusiasm and J icism. 

According to some recent investigations, such Bs Caetani’s, the real causes 
of the irrepressible onward rush of the Arabs were materjalistic. Arabia, 
limited in natural resources, could no longer satisfy the physical needs of its 
population, and threatened by poverty and. hunger, the Arabs were forced to 
make a desperate attempt to free themselyes “from the hot prison of the 
desert.” Unbearable living conditions were responsible for the crushing force 
with which the Arabs rushed upon the Byzantine Empire and Persia, There 
was no religious element in this movement.® 

Though this view 1s correct to a certain extent, one cannot find a full ex- 
planation of the military success of the Arabs in material needs alone. Included 
also among the causes were internal condjtions in the eastern and southern 
Byzantine provinces sO o easily occupied hy_the Arabs, Syria, Palestine, and 
Egypt. Their growing religious dissatisfaction has _been_repeatedly pointed 
out. Monophysitic and partly Nestorjan in ‘their | adherence, they came into 
conflict continually with the inexorable central | government, particularly after 
the death of Justinian the Great. It was the unyielding policy of the emperors 
that rendered the provinces of Syria, Palestine, and Egypt ready to secede from 
the Byzantine Empire and become subjects_of the Arabs, who were known 
for religious tolerance and_ were_interested only in obtaining regular taxes 
from the conquered provinces. The religious convictions of the conquered 
peoples concerned the Arabs little. 


39 Caetani, Stud: di storia orientale, 1, 368. 
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On the other hand, the orthodox portion of the eastern provinces was also 
dissatished with the policy of the central authorities because of some conces- 
sions to the Monophysites, especially i in the seyent! century. In connection 
historian of the tenth century, said that the citizens ar Emesa (Hims) called 
the Emperor a “Maronite (Monothelete) and an enemy of our faith,”*° and 
Beladsori, another Arabian historian of the ninth century, said that they then 
turned to the Arabs, saying, “Your rule and your justice are more agreeable 
to us than that tyranny and those insults to which we have been subject.”*? 
Of course, this is Muhammedan testimony; but it accurately reflects the frame 
of mind of the orthodox population. The maj rt of the population of the 
Byzantine provinces of Syria and Palestine was of Semitic origin and largely 
of Arabic descent, and that the Arabian conquerors-met.in the subjected 
provinces a people of their own race-whospoke their own tongue. According 
to one scholar, “It was, therefore, not a question of conquering a foreign land, 
whose taxes would constitute the only direct gain, butalsoof reclaiming part 
of their own fatherland which was d n yoke.”*? In 
addition to the general religious dissatisfaction and the kinship to the Arabs, 
the Byzantine Empire and her army were weakened after the long-continued, 
though finally successful, campaigns against the Persians, and could not offer 
the proper resistance to the fresh Arabian forces. 

In Egypt there were special causes for the weak resistance to the Arabs. The 
main reason must be sought in the general conditions prevailing in the Byzan- 
tine army. Numerically the troops were perhaps sufficiently strong; but the 
generagorganization of the army was poor. It was subdivided into many parts 
commanded by five different rulers or dukes (duces), entrusted with equal 
power. There was no unity of actio t overnors. Their indiffer- 
ence to the general problems of the province, their personal rivalries, the lack 
of solidarity and coordination toward a-commea end, and their military in- 
capacity paralyzed resistance. The soldiers were no better than their leaders. 
Numerous as the Egyptian army was, its poor leadership and poor training 
made it very unreliable and created a strong tendency toward defection. “There 
is no doubt that numerous causes explain the terrifying successes of the 
Arabs,” Maspero said, “but the main cause of the Byzantine defeat in the 


49 Annales, ed. L. Cheikho, Corpus Scrip- 
torum Christianorum Orientalium, Scrip- 
torum Arabic, ll, 5, 1.4. Latin trans. Migne, 
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valley of the Nile was the poor quality of the army which was intrusted, 


i 


contrary to all expectations, with the task of defending Egypt.”** On the basis 
of the study of papyri, Gelzer thought that the class of privileged large land- 
owners which arose in Egypt previous to the period of the Arabian conquests 
became practically independent of the central government and, though it 
did not create an actual local ruling body, was also one of the main causes 
for the fall of Byzantine domination.** Amélineau, also on the basis of a study 
of papyri, suggested as another important factor which facilitated the Arabian 
conquest the inadequate civil administration of Egypt.*® The English papy- 
rologist H. I. Bell called the conquest of Egypt by the Arabs “‘no miracle, no 
example of divine vengeance on erring Christendom; it was merely the in- 
evitable collapse of a structure rotten at the core.”** Thus the list of primary 


causes for Arabian success.includes.religious conditions in Syria, Palestine, and 
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Egypt, the racial kinship of the population of the two first countries to the 


_———— = 


people « of Arabia, the inadequacy of military . forces, ineflicient military or- 
ganization ‘and poor civil administration, and class relations in Egypt. 
Byzantine as Well as the Arabic Rioneal tradition exaggerates very greatly 
the numerical strength of the troops on both sides. In reality, the armies of 
the two contending sides were not very large. Some scholars set the number 
of Arabian soldiers who took part in the Syrian and Palestinian campaigns 
at 27,000 and even then fear that this figure is an exaggeration of the actual 
number.*’ The Byzantine army was probably even less numerous. Also, the 
military operations were carried on, not only by the Arabs of the peninsula, 


but also by the Arabs of the Syrian desert adjoining the Persian and Byzantine 
borders. 


background for the political events of the period. “Islam changed into a po- 
litical force, because only as such could it triumph over its enemies. Had Islam 
remained forever a simple moral and religious teaching, its existence would 
have ceased quickly in skeptical, materialistic Arabia, particularly in the 
hostile atmosphere of Mecca.”** “The champions of Islam had to deal not 
so much with the conversion of the infidels, as with their subjection.”*® 
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siege of Constantinople by the Arabs. Justinian II and the Arabs—After the 
death of Muhammed (632), his relative, Abu-Bakr (Abu-Bekr) was elected as 
the leader of the Muslims with the title of Caliph (Khalifa), meaning “vicar.” 5 @ 
The three subsequent caliphs, Omar, Othman, and. Ali, were also raised to 
their position by election, but did not. form.a-dynasty. These four immediate 
successors of Muhammed are known as the “orthodox caliphs.” The most 
significant conquests made by the Arabs on Byzantine territory fall in the 
time of Caliph Omar. 

That Muhammed wrote to the rulers of other lands, including Heraclius, 
proposing that they accept Islam, and that Heraclius responded favorably, 
is now recognized as a later invention without historical foundation.°® There 
are, however, even today scholars who accept this correspondence as a his- 
torical fact.°* 

In Muhammed’s lifetime only separate detachments of Bedouins crossed 
the Byzantine border. But in the time of the second caliph, Omar, events 
developed rapidly. The chronology of the n military, events of the thirties and 
forties of the seventh century is obscure and confused, but probably events 
developed in the following order: In the year 634 the Arabs took possession 
of the Byzantine fortress Bothra (Bosra), beyond the Jordan; in 635 the 
Syrian city of Damascus fell; in 636 the battle on the River Yarmuk led to the 
Arabian conquest - of the entire province of Syria; and in 637 or 638 Jerusalem 
surrendered after a siege which had lasted for two years. The two leading 
roles in this siege were played by Caliph Omar on one side and the famous 
defender of orthodoxy, Patriarch Sophronius of Jerusalem onthe other. The 
text of the agreement upon which Sophronius surrendered Jerusalem to 
Omar and which established certain religious and social guaranties for the 
Christian population of the city has survived, with, unfortunately, some later 
alterations. The Christians had succeeded in removing the Holy Cross from 
Jerusalem before the Arabs entered the city,.and in sending it to Constanti- 
nople. The conquest of Mesapotamia and Persia, which happened simultane- \/ 
ously with these Byzantine occupations, terminated the first period of the 
Arabian conquests in Asia. At the end of the thirties the Arabian chief Amr 
appeared at the eastern border of Egypt and began its conquest. After the 
death of Heraclius, in the year 641 or 642, the Arabs occupied Alexandria and 
the victorious Amar sent this message to Omar in Medina: “I have captured 
a city from the description of which I shall refrain. Suffice it to say that I 
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have seized therein 4oo0 villas with 4000 baths, 40,000 poll-tax-paying Jews 
and four hundred places of entertainment for the royalty.”°? Toward the 
- end of the forties the Byzantine Bmpire was forcedte-abandon Egypt forever. 
The conquest of Egypt was followed by further advances of the Arabs toward 
the western shores of North Africa. By the year 650 Syria, a part of Asia Minor 
and Upper Mesopotamia, Patestine, Egypt, and part of the Byzantine provinces 
in North Africa, were already ander Arabrin sway. 

The conquests, by bringing the Arabs to the shores of the Mediterranean 
Sea, put before them new problems of a maritime nature. They had no fleet 
and were powerless against the numerous Byzantine vessels to which the 
new Arabian provinces along the seashore were easily accessible. The Arabs 
recognized the seriousness of the situation very quickly. The Syrian governor 
and the future caliph, Muawiya (Moawiya), actively began the construction 
of numerous vessels whose crews had to be gathered at first among the native 
Greco-Syrian population -Sccustonied to seatarinig Recent studies of papyri 
reveal the fact that at the end of the seventh century the construction of ships 
and their equipment with experienced mariners was one of the great prob- 
lems of the Egyptian administration.” 

As early as the fifties of the seventh century, in the time of Constans II, 
the Arabian vessels of Muawiya began their attacks upon Byzantine districts 
and occupied the important maritime center, the island of Cyprus. Near the 
coast of Asia Minor they defeated the Byzantine fleet commanded by the 
Emperor himself, seized the island of Rhodes, destroying there the famous 
Colossus of Rhodes, and reached as far as Crete and Sicily, menacing the 
Aegean Sea and apparently heading for the capital of the Empire. The captives 
taken during these expeditions, particularly those of Sicily, were transported 
to the Arabian city of Damascus. 

The Arabian conquests of the seventh century deprived the Byzantine Em- 
_pire of its eastern and southern provinces and caused it to lose its important 
place as the most powerful state in the world. Territorially reduced, the By- 
zantine Empire became a state with a predominating Greek population, 
though not so completely as is believed by some scholars. The districts where 
the Greeks were in the great majority were Asia Minor with the neighboring 
islands of the Aegean Sea, and Constantinople with its adjoining province. By 
this time the Balkan peninsula in general, including the Peloponnesus, had 
changed considerably in its ethnographic composition because of the appear- 
ance of large Slavonic settlements. In the West the Byzantine Empire still 
possessed the separated parts of Italy which were not included in the Lombard 
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kingdom, namely, the southern portion of Italy with Sicily and several other 
neighboring islands of the Mediterranean Sea, Rome, and the exarchate of 
Ravenna. The Greek population, which centered primarily in the southern 
portion of these Byzantine possessions in Italy, increased very greatly in the 
seventh century, when Italy became the refuge for many inhabitants of Egypt 
and North Africa who did not wish to become-subjeete-of the Arabian con- 
querors. It may be said that the Roman Empire was at this period transformed 
into a Byzantine Empire whose problems became narrower and lost their 
former sweeping-_nature. Some historians, for instance, Gelzer, think that the 
heavy territorial losses were indirectly even beneficial for the Byzantine Em- 
pire because they removed the foreign national elements, while “the popula- 


tion of Asia Minor and those parts of the Balkan peninsula which still recog- . 


nized the authority of the Emperor, formed, by language and faith, a perfectly 
homogeneous and solidly loyal mass.”** From the middle of the seventh cen- 
tury the attention of the Empire had to be directed chiefly to Constantinople, 
Asia Minor, and the Balkan peninsula. But even these diminished possessions 
were constantly threatened by the Lombards, Slavs, Bulgarians, and Arabs. 
L. Bréhier wrote that “this period initiated for Constantinople that historical 
role of perpetual defense which lasted until the fifteenth century with alternate 
periods of contraction and expansion.”** 

In connection with the repercussions of the Arabian conquests, it is ex- 
tremely important to take into serious consideration the data of the Byzantine 
hagiographic texts, a source which has hitherto been overlooked or neglected. 
Byzantine hagiography gives a vivid and striking picture of the mass Byzan- 
tine migration from the borderland to the center of the Empire under pressure 
of Arabian invasions by land and sea. Hagiography confirms, enlarges, and 
illustrates well those extremely brief indications which historians and chroni- 
clers supply. The paramount significance of the Arabian danger in causing 
congestion and condensation of the population in the central regions of the 
Empire may be henceforth considered fully proved.°® 

Further Arabian conquests in North Africa were stopped for a time by the 
energetic resistance of the Berbers. Military activity on the part of the Arabs 
was also halted because of the internal struggle which broke out between the 
last “orthodox caliph” Ali and the Syrian governor Muawiya. This bloody 
strife ended in thé year 661 by the massacre of Ali and the triumph of Muawiya, 
who ascended the throne, inaugurating thus the new dynasty of the Umayyads 
(Omayyads). The new caliph made Damascus the capital of his kingdom. 
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After his success in strengthening his power at home, Muawiya renewed the 
offensive war against the Byzantine Empire by sending his fleet against the 
Byzantine capital and by reviving the westward movement on North African 
territory. 

The most trying period for the Byzantine Empire came during the reign 
of the energetic Constantine IV (668-85), when the Arabian fleet crossed the 
Aegean Sea and t the Helles espont, entered the Propontis, and established itself 
in the city of Cyzicus. ‘Using this harbor as as their base, the Arabs repeatedly 
nually, usually during the summer months. The Arabs did not take the capi- 
tal, chiefly because the Emperor knew how to prepare the city for offering the 
necessary resistance. The successful defense carried on by the Byzantine army 
was due primarily to the use of “Greek fire,” otherwise called “liquid” or 
“Marine” fire, invented by the architect Callinicus, a Syrian-Greek fugitive. 
The common name of this invention has led to some misapprehensions. 
“Greek fire” was a sort of explosive compound, thrust out by special tubes 
or siphons, which inflamed when it struck against the vessel of the enemy. 
The Byzantine fleet was equipped with special “siphonophore” vessels which 
caused terrific confusion among the Arabs. There were also other methods of 
hurling this “artificial fire” at the enemy. The peculiar quality of this fire 
was the fact that it burned even on water. For a very considerable period of 
time the secret of the composition of this fire was vigilantly guarded by the 
government, because this new weapon aided the success of the Byzantine fleet 
in numerousg instances.*” 

All the attempts of the Arabian vessels to capture Constantinople failed. 
In the year 677 the hostile fleet departed, sailing toward the Syrian shores. On 
its way there, off the southern coast of Asia Minor, it was demolished by a 
sexere storm. The military operations on land in Asia Minor were also unsuc- 
cessful for the Arabs. The aged Muawiya was forced to negotiate a peace 
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agreement with the Byzantine Emperor on the condition of paying him a 
definite annual tribute.*® 

By the successful repulse of the Arabs from Constantinople and by the 
advantageous peace treaty, Constantine performed a great service, not only 
for his own Empire, but also for western Europe, which was thus shielded 
from the serious Muslim menace. It is interesting to note that the success of 
Constantine made a strong impression in the West. According to one chroni- 
cler, when the news of Constantine’s accomplishments reached the Khagan 
of the Avars and other western rulers, “they sent ambassadors with gifts to 
the Emperor and begged him to establish peaceful and loving relations with 
them .. . and there camea time of great peace in the East and in the West.”°® 

During the first reign of Justinian II (685-95), the successor of Constantine 
IV, an event which was of considerable significance in the further develop- 
ment of Arabo-Byzantine relations occurred on the eastern Arabian border. 
The mountains of the Syrian Lebanon were inhabited for a long time by the 
so-called Mardaites, which may be translated “rebels,” “apostates,” or “ban- 
dits.” They were organized as an army and served as the rampart of the By- 
zantine authorities in this district. After the Arabian conquest of Syria the Mar- 
daites retreated northward to the Arabo-Byzantine border and caused the 
Arabs much trouble and anxiety by their constant raids upon the neighboring 
districts. According to a chronicle, the Mardaites formed “a brass wall”®° 
which protected Asia Minor from Arabian irruptions. By the peace treaty ne- 
gotiated under Justinian II the Emperor agreed to force the Mardaites to settle 
in the inner provinces of the Empire, and for this favor the caliph promised to 
pay a certain tribute. This step on the part of the Emperor “destroyed the brass 
wall.” In later times the Mardaites are found as seafarers in Pamphylia (South- 
ern Asia Minor), in the Peloponnesus, on the island of Cephalonia (Kephal- 
lenia) and in several other districts. Their removal from the Arabian border 
unquestionably strengthened the position of the Arabs in the newly con- 
quered provinces and facilitated the subsequent Arabian offensive movement 
into the depth of Asia Minor. There is no sufficient ground for viewing this 
event, as does Professor Kulakovsky, as an act prompted by “the emperor’s 
consideration for the Christians who were ruled by men of an alien faith.”® 
The basis for this transmigration of the Mardaites was a purely political one. 

In the sixties of the seventh century, sigultaneously with the attempts to 
seize Constantinople in the East, the Arabian army began its westward move- 
ment in North Africa. At the close of the seventh century the Arabs took Car- 
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thage, the capital of the African exarchate, and at the beginning of the eighth 
century they occupied Septem (now the Spanish fortress, Ceuta) near the 
Pillars of Hercutés. About the same time the Arabs, under the leadership of 
their general, Tarik, crossed from Africa to Spain and rapidly conquered 
from the Visigoths t the larger part of the peninsula. From the name of Tarik 
came the modern Arabic name of Gibraltar, meaning “the mountain of 
Tarik.” Thus in the early part of the eighth century the Muhammedan men- 


ace to western Europe appeared froma different direction, namely, from the 
Pyrencan-peninsele. 

It is interesting to note how fast and how deep the Arab language and 
culture spread over Spain. A large number of urban Christians adopted Arabic 
culture though they did not adopt Islam; there were enough of them to 
constitute a social class, called by the epithet of Arab origin Mozarabs, that 
is, “arabicized.” In the ninth century the bishop of Cordoba, Alvaro, com- 
plained in one of his sermons: 


Many of my coreligionists read verses and fairy tales of the Arabs, study the 
works of Muhammedan philosophers and theologians not in order to refute them 
but to learn to express themselves properly in the Arab language more correctly 
and more elegantly. Who among them studies the Gospels, and Prophets and 
Apostles? Alas! All talented Christian young men know only the language and 
literature of the Arabs, read and assiduously study the Arab books. . . . If some- 
body speaks of Christian books they contemptuously answer that they deserve 
no attention whatever (quasi vilissima contemnentes). Woe! The Christians have 
forgotten their own language, and there is hardly one among a thousand to be 
found who can write to a friend a decent greeting letter in Latin. But there is 
a numberless multitude who express themselves most elegantly in Arabic and make 
‘poetry in this language with more beauty and more art than the Arabs them- 
selves.®* 


A similar process may be noted in Egypt. The year 699, when the Arab lan- 
guage was rendered obligatory in public use, marks the final end of Greek and 
Egyptian literatures on Egyptian soil. After that date we have the era of 
translation of Coptic works into Arabic. 

The relations established between the Arabs and the population of Syria, 
Palestine, and Egypt differed greatly from those created in North Africa, in 
the territories of modern Tripoli, Tunis, Algeria, and Morocco. In Syria, 
Palestine, and Egypt the Arabs did not meet any strong resistance on the part 
of the population, but rather commanded the support and sympathy of the 
conquered people. In response the Arabs treated their new subjects with great 
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tolerance. With a few exceptions, they left the Christians their temples and 
the right to perform religious services, demanding in return only the regular 
payment of a definite tax and the assured political loyalty of the Christians 
to the Arabian rulers. Jerusalem, as one of the most revered places of Christen- 
dom, remained open to pilgrims who came to Palestine from distant points 
of western Europe to warship at the holy places. Jerusalem still kept its hostel- 
ries and hospitals for these pilgrims. It must also be remembered that in Syria, 
Palestine, and Egypt the Arabs came in contact with Byzantine civilization, 
and that influence soon became apparent among the conquerors. Briefly, in 
Syria and Palestine the conquerors and the conquered established peaceful 
relations which lasted for a considerable period of time. Somewhat less satis- 
factory was the state of affairs in Egypt; but even there the attitude to the 
Christians was quite tolerant, at least during the early years of the Arabian 
sway. 

After the Arabian conquest tl the patriarchates of the occupied provinces fell 
into the hands of the Monophysites. In spite of this, the Muslim rulers granted 
certain privileges 1 to the orthodgx_population-of Sysia,Palestine, and Egypt, 
and after some lapse of time the orthodox patriarchates of Antioch and Alex- 
andria were also restored. These patriarchates still exist. The Arabian his- 
torian and geographer of the tenth century, Masudi, said that under the 
Arabian domination all four sacred mountains—Mount Sinai, Horeb, the 
Mount of Olives near Jerusalem, and “the Mount of Jordan” (Mount Thabor) 
—remained in the hands of the orthodox. Only gradually did the Monophy- 
sites and other “heretics,” including the Muslims, borrow from the orthodox 
the cult of Jerusalem and the holy places. Along with Mecca and Medina, 
Jerusalem was later recognized as a sacred Muslim city. For the Muhamme- 
dans the sacred significance of the city was established by the fact that Mua- 
wiya assumed the rank of caliph in Jerusalem.** 

Quite different was the state of affairs in North Africa. There the great 
majority of the Berber tribes, in spite of the official adoption of Christianity, 
sull remained in their former state ate oF i barbarism and offered a very strong re- 
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are today in most cases in the same condition in which they were left by the 

Arabian invasion, one still finds at every turn some traces of these formidable 
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nl 

church, once so famous inthe annals of Christian history, suffered a very heavy 


et ee 


84 See J. Wellhausen, Das Arabische Reich the Oriental College, 1 (1925), 468-69. 
und sein Sturz, 133; Barthold, Transactions of 85 TP’ Afrique byzantine, 590. 


218 The Heraclian Epoch (610-717) 


blow. Here is what Diehl says with regard to the events of this period: “For 
two centuries the Byzantine Empire had conserved in. these districts the dif_- 
cult heritage of Rome; for two centuries the empire made the great and steady 
progress of these Provinces possible by the strong defence of their fortresses; 
for two centuries it upheld in this part of North Africa the traditions of classi- 
cal civilization and canverted the Berbers to_a higher culture by means of 
religious propaganda. In fifty years the Arabian invasion undid all these 
achievements.’ In spite of the rapid spread of Islam among the Berbers, 
however, Christianity still continued to exist among them, and even in the 
fourteenth century we hear of “some small Christian islands” in North 
Africa.** 


The Slavonic advance in the Balkan. Peninsula and in Asia Minor and the 
origin of the Bulgarian kingdom 


From the second half of the sixth century the Slavs not only continually at- 
tacked and pillaged the Balkan possessions of the Byzantine Empire, but they 
reached as far as the Hellespont, Thessalonica, southern Greece, and the 
shores of the Adriatic Sea, and settled there in large numbers. The Avaro- 
Slavonic attack on the capital occurred in the year 626, during the reign of 
Heraclius; in the period of the Heraclian dynasty the Slavs persistently ad- 
vanced into the peninsula and began to populate it very densely. Thessalonica 
became surrounded by Slavonic tribes and found it difficult to seek pro- 
tection against their attacks even within its strong city walls. 

In their vessels the Slavs descended to the Aegean Sea, attacking the By- 
zantine fleet and frequently cutting off the supply of provisions to the capital. 
The emperor Constans II was forced to undertake a campaign “against Scla- 
vinia.”®* From this time dates the migration of large masses of Slavs to Asia 
Minor and Syria. Under Justinian II a horde of Slavs numbering no less than 
80,000, according to V. I. Lamansky,°® were transported to Opsikion, one of 
the themes of Asia Minor. One part of them (about 30,000) was mobilized by 
the Emperor and later took part in the struggle with the Arabs, during which 
they deserted the Emperor and sided with the Muhammedans. For this terri- 
ble offense the remaining Slavs of Opsikion were subjected to formidable 
massacres. A seal of the Slavonic military colony of Bithynia, a province in 
the theme of Opsikion, has survived from this period. It is a monument of 
great value, “a new fragment of Slavonic tribal history,’ which affords “a 
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ray of light in the twilight of the great migrations,” as B. A. Panchenko, who 
published and interpreted this seal, declared.*° Beginning with the seventh 
century, the problem of Slavonic settlements in Asia Minor assumes a very 
profound significance. 

The second half of the seventh century was marked also by the formation 
of the new Bulgarian kingdom on the northern border of the Byzantine Em- 
pire along the shore of.the lower. Danube, a state whose subsequent history 
was of extreme importance to the fate of the Empire. During this period the 
reference is to the old Bulgarians, a people of Hunnic (Turkish) origin, 
closely related to the tribe of Onogurs. Under Constans II a Bulgarian horde 
headed by Asparuch (Isperich), forced by the Khazars to move westward 
from the steppes bordering the Sea of Azov, settled at the mouth of the 
Danube, and later moved farther south, entering the part of Byzantine terri- 
tory which is now known as Dobrudja. These Bulgarians, as V. N. Zlatarsky 
asserted, had previously formed an agreement with the Byzantine Empire 
by which, as allies of the Empire, they were supposed to protect the Danubian 
border against the attacks of other barbarians.”* It is difficult to say whether 
this assertion is correct or not because very little is known about the early 
history of the Bulgarians. Even if such an agreement really existed, it did not 
last very long. The Bulgar horde greatly preoccupied the mind of the Em- 
peror, and in the year n undertook a campaign against them. 
The expedition ended in the complete defeat of the Byzantine army, and the 
Emperor was forced to negotiate a treaty according to which he bound him- 
self to pay the Bulgarians annual tribute and cede to them the land between 
the Danube and the Balkans, na namely, the former provinces of Moesia and 
Smaller Scythia (now Dobrudja). The mouth of the Danube and part of the 
Black Sea coast remained in the hands of the Bulgarians. The newly formed 
kingdom, recognized perforce by the Byzantine Emperor, became a dangerous 
neighbor. Ee Ree 

After becoming politically established, the Bulgarians gradually widened 
their territorial possessions and collided with the compact Slavonic popula- 
tion of the neighboring provinces. The Bulgarian newcomers introduced 
military organization and discipline among the Slavs. Acting as a unifying 
element among the Slavonic tribes of the peninsula who had lived up to this 
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time in separated groups, the Bulgarians gradualy-developed a powerful 


state which was, quite naturally, a great menace to the Byzantine Empire. 
In subsequent periods numerous military campaigns had to be organized 
by the Byzantine rulers against the Bulgarians and Slavs. Numerically weaker 
than the Slavs, the Bulgarian horde of Asparuch soon found itself under the 
great influence of the Slavonic atmosphere. Great racial changes took place 
among these Bulgarians; they gradually lost their original Hunnic (Turkish) 
nationality and became almost completely Slavonized by the middle of the 
ninth century, although even today they still bear their old name of Bul- 
garians.”” 7 

In 1899 and 1900 the Russian Archeological Institute at Constantinople 
undertook to excavate the supposed site of the older Bulgarian seat (aul) and 
discovered extremely valuable survivals. On the site of the old capital of the 
Bulgarian kingdom (Pliska, or Pliskova) near the modern village of Aboba 
in northeastern Bulgaria, somewhat northeast of the city of Shumla (Shu- 
men), the excavators discovered the foundations of the palace of the early 
Khans of Bulgaria and part of its walls with towers and gates, the foundations 
of a large church, inscriptions, many artistic and ornamental objects, gold 
and bronze coins, and lead seals.’* Unfortunately, these materials cannot be 
adequately evaluated and explained because the sources referring to this 
period are very scanty. One must confine himself at present to hypotheses and 
conjectures. Th. I. Uspensky, who directed the excavations, stated that the 
“discoveries made by the Institute on the site of the camp near Shumla have 
brought to light very important data which afford sufhcient basis for the for- 
mation of a clear idea about the Bulgarian horde which settled in the Balkans, 
and about the gradual transformations caused by the influence of relations 
with the Byzantine Empire.”"* “As evidenced by the earliest monuments of 
Bulgarian customs and manners, found during the excavation of their old 
capital,” the same scholar said, “the Bulgarians soon became subject to the cul- 
tural influence of Constantinople, and their Khans gradually assumed in 
their court the customs and ceremonies of the Byzantine court.”** The major 
part of the monuments unearthed during the excavations belong to an epoch 
later than the time of Asparuch, chiefly to the eighth and ninth centuries. 
The excavations are far from being completed. 

The proposal to move the capital of the Empire—TIn the middle of the 
seventh century the position of Constantingple changed radically. The Ara- 
bian conquest of the eastern and southeastern Byzantine provinces, frequent 
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Arabian attacks on the provinces of Asia Minor, the successful expeditions of 
the Arabian fleet in the Mediterranean_and Aegean Seas, and, on the other 
hand, the rise of the Bulgarian kingdom on the northern pardes and the 
gradual advance of the Balkan Slavs toward the capital, the Aegean coast, 
and into Greece created new and singular conditions in Constantinople, which 
now no longer felt secure. The capital had always drawn its power from the 
eastern provinces, and now a part of these had been taken away from the 
Empire, while the remaining part became exposed to danger and threats 
on many sides, Only with reference to these new conditions can we properly 
analyze the desire on the part of Constans IL to leave Constantinople and 
move the capital back to old Rome, or some other point in Italy. The chroni- 
clers explain the Emperor’s departure from the capital by the fact that he 
was forced to flee by the hatred of the people, aroused by the Emperor’s 
murder of his brother,*® but this explanation can hardly be accepted from a 
historical point of view. 

The true reason was that the Emperor no longer considered it safe to re- 
main in Constantinople. Besides, it is very likely that he realized the inevitable 
approach of the Arabian menace from North Africa to Italy and Sicily, and 
decided to strengthen the power of the Empire in the western part of the 
Mediterranean Sea by his presence, , which would enable him to take all 
measures for preventing the Arabs from spreading their conquest beyond 
the boundaries of Egypt. It is probable that the Emperor did not intend to 
leave Constantinople forever, but desired only to establish for the Empire a 
second central point in the West, as had been the case in the fourth century, 
hoping that it might aid in halting the further advance of the Arabs. In any 
event, in modern historical literature the westward yearning of Constans I], 
somewhat puzzling at first glance, is explained by no personal sensitivity of 
the Emperor, but by political conditions. 

Meanwhile, the state of affairs in Italy did not promise peace. The exarchs 
of Ravenna, having ceased to feel the strong will of the Emperor because of 
the great distance which separated them from Constantinople and also be- 
cause of the extreme complexity of conditions in the East, openly tended to- 
ward defection. The Lombards were in possession of a large part of Italy. 
The Emperor’s authority, however, was still recognized in Rome, Naples, 
Sicily, and the southernmost part of Italy, where the population was predomi- 
nantly Greek. 

Upon leaving Constantinople, Constans II started out for Italy by way of 
Athens, and, after a sojourn in Rome, Naples, and the southern part of Italy, 
established himself in the Sicilian city of Syracuse. He spent the last five years 
of his reign in Italy without succeeding in accomplishing his original projects. 
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His struggle with the Lombards was not successful. Sicily was still constantly 
menaced by the Arabs. A plot was formed against the Emperor and he was 
killed in‘a pitiful manner in one of the Syracusan bathhouses. After his death 
the idea of transferring the capital to the West was abandoned, and his son, 
Constantine IV, remained in Constantinople. 


RELIGIOUS POLICY OF THE DYNASTY 
Monotheletism and the “Exposition of Faith” 


The Persian campaigns of Heraclius, by reclaiming for the Empire its 
Monophysitic provinces—Syria, Palestine, and Egypt—once more brought to 
the fore the problem of the government’s attitude toward the Monophysites. 
Even during his campaigns Heraclius began negotiations with the Mono- 
physitic bishops of the eastern provinces in order to bring about some sort 
of church unity by making certain concessions in the realm of dogma. It 
seemed that unity was possible if the Orthodox Church consented to recog- 


nize that Jesus Christ had two substances and one operation (energy, 


évépyera), or one Will (Pehnwa). From the last ‘Greek word the teaching 
derived the name of Monotheletism,)by which it is known in history.” Anti- 
och and Alexandria, represented by their Monophysitic patriarchs appointed 
by Heraclius, were willing to work towards an agreement, as was Patriarch 
Sergius of Constantinople. But against the Monothelete doctrine rose the 
Palestinian monk, Sophronius, who lived in Alexandria, and his impressive 
arguments apancethic hi new teaching threatened to undermine the conciliatory 
policy of Heraclius. The Roman pope, Honorius, recognizing the danger of 
all disputes of dogmatical problems which had not been settled by the ecu- 
menical councils, proclaimed that the teaching of one will was correct. So- 
phronius, raised to the rank of patriarch of Jerusalem, a position which af- 
forded him ample opportunity for exerting still greater and wider influence, 
sent a synodical letter to the bishop of Constantinople in which he argued 
with great theological skill the unorthodoxy of the Monotheletic teaching. An- 
ticipating the approach of great church disturbances, Heraclius issued the 
Ecthesis (éxdeors) or_Exposition of Faith, which recognized two natures 
and « one will in Jesus Christ. The Christglogical part of this document was 
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do much to reconcile the Monophysites with the orthodox, but his hopes were 
not realized. The new pope did not approve of the Ecthesis, and, attempting 
to defend the doctrine of the existence-of two wills and two operations, pro- 
claimed the Monotheletic teaching a heresy. This action introduced an unex- 
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pected animosity between the pope and the Emperor. Moreover, the Ecthesis 
was published when it could not have the great effect upon which Heraclius 
was counting. The Emperor’s chief aim was to reconcile the eastern Mono- 
physitic provinces with orthodoxy. But in the year 638, when the Ecthesis was 
published, Syria, Palestine, and the Byzantine portion of Mesopotamia no 
longer formed part of the Byzantine Empire, for they had been occupied by 
the Arabs. There was still the province of Egypt, but even its days were num- 
bered. The Monophysitic question had lost its political importance, and the 
decree of Heraclius was of no consequence. For that matter, similar earlier 
attempts at religious compromise had never led to satisfactory results and 
never succeeded in solving the main problems, chiefly because of the constant 
obstinacy of the majority on each side. 


“Type of Fath” of Constans Il 


After the death of Heraclius, in the reign of Constans II, religious policy 
developed as follows. The Emperor still remained an adherent ef Monothe- 
letism_in spite of the fact that the movement had lost its political importance 
and stood in the way of friendly relations with the papal throne. After the loss 
of Egypt, conquered by the Arabs in the forties, the Emperor made a series 
of attempts at reconciliation with the pope, offering to make several changes 
in the doctrines of the Monothelete teaching. With this aim in view, Constans 
II issued in the year 648 the Typus (rvzros), or “Type of Faith,” which forbade 
“all Orthodox subjects being in immaculate, Christian faith and belonging to 
the Catholic and Apostolic Church, to_contend and to quarrel with one an- 
other over one will or one ‘operation [energy], or two operations [energies | 
and two wills.””® Besides prohibiting disputes, the Type ordered the removal 
of the written discussions on this question, which meant the Ecthesis of Her- 
aclius, posted in the narthex of St. Sophia. But this measure of Constans II 
of the Greek clergy, at the Lateran Synod: Pope Martin condemned “the most 
impious Ecthesis [impitssima Ecthesis|,” and the “vicious Typus [scelerosus 
Typus],” and declared all those whose names were connected with the com- 
position of the two decrees guilty of heresy."® The outstanding theologian of 
the seventh century, Maximus Confessor, resolutely opposed the Type as well 
as the Monothelete teaching in general. Great dissatisfaction with the Em- 
peror’s religious policy was also growing stronger in the eastern church. 

Angered by the pope’s action at the Lateran Synod, Constans II ordered the 
exarch of Ravenna to arrest Martin and send him to Constantinople. The 
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exarch carried out these orders, and Martin was convicted at Constantinople 
of an attempt to initiate an uprising against the Emperor in the western prov- 
inces. He was subjected to terrible humiliations and confined to prison. Some- 
what later he was sent to the distant city of Cherson, on the southern coast 
of the Crimea, the usual place of exile for the disgraced in the Byzantine 
period. He died shortly after his arrival to the city. In his letters from Cherson 
the pope complained of bad living conditions and asked his friends to send 
him food, particularly bread, which “is talked of, but has never been seen.”*° 
Unfortunately Martin’s letters give little interesting data concerning the cul- 
tural and economic conditions of Cherson in the seventh century. 

The Emperor and the patriarch of Constantinople continued negotiations 
with the successors of Martin on the papal throne, and finally made peace 
with the second successor, Vitalian. The schism in the churches ceased. This 
religious reconciliation with Rome was politically important for the Byzantine 
Empire because it strengthened the position of the Emperor in Italy. 

The famous opponent of Monotheletism, Maximus Confessor, was arrested 
by the Italian exarch and transferred to Constantinople, where he was con- 
victed by a jury and cruelly mutilated. Maximus died as a martyr in distant 
exile. 


The Sixth Ecumenical Council and religious peace 


Although Mgnotheletism had lost its political significance, it still continued 
to sow discord among the people even after the prohibition of the Type. Then 
the successor of Constans II, Constantine IV, desirous of establishing complete 
religious peace in the Empire, convoked in the year 680 in Constantinople the 
Sixth Ecumenical Council, which condemned Monotheletism and recognized 
two natlres in Jesus Christ displayed in his one hypostigis, and “two natural 
wills and operations Tenergies] going together harmoniously for the salvation 
of the human race.”®! eee as 

“Peace with Rome was definitely re-established. The communication sent 
by the sixth council to the pope addressed him as “the head of the first see 
of the Universal Church, standing on the firm rock of faith,” and declared 
that the pope’s message to the Emperor expounded the true principles of 
religion.*? 

Thus, in the time of Constantine IV, the Byzantine government definitely 
expressed itself against Monophysitism and Monotheletism. The patriarchates 
of Alexandria, Jerusalem, and Antioch, torn from the Empire by the Arabian 
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conquest, nevertheless took part in the Sixth Ecumenical Council by sending 
their representatives. The patriarch of Antioch, Macarius, who apparently 
lived in Constantinople and exercised jurisdiction only in Cilicia and Isauria,** 
argued the case of Monotheletism at the council, and for this stand was de- 
posed and excommunicated. The decjsions of the sixth council proved to 
Syria, Palestine, and Egypt that Constantinople had abandoned the desire to 
find a path for religious reconciliation with the provinces which no longer 
formed part of the Byzantine Empire. Religious peace with Rome was reached 
by way of resolute alienation from the Monophysitic and Monotheletic popu- 
lation of the eastern provinces, a fact which abled greatly the further strength- 
ening of the Arabian power in these provinces. Syria, Palestine, and ind Egypt 
became definitely separated from the Byzantine Empire. 

It cannot be said that the agreement reached with Rome on the Sixth 
Ecumenical Council lasted very long. Even in the reign of Justinian II, the 
successor of Constantine IV, relations between the Byzantine Empire and 
Rome became strained again. Desirous of completing the task of the Fifth and 
Sixth Ecumenical Councils, Justinian IT summoned in 691 a synod _ in Con- 
stantinople, which was held in the Domed Hall. This council was called 
Trullan,** from the place of its meetings, or Quinisext (Quinisextum), be- 
cause it completed the task of the two preceding ecumenical councils. This 
synod called itself egumenical. Pope Sergius refused to sign the acts of the 
council by reason of certain clauses, such as the prohibition of fasting on 
Saturdays, and the permission to priests to marry. Following the example of 
Constans II, who had exiled Martin to the Crimea, Justinian ordered Sergius 
to be arrested and brought to Constantinople. But the army of Italy protected 
him against the imperial commissioner, who_would have lost his life had it 
not been for the intercession of the pope.*® 

During the second reign of Justinian II (705-11), Pope Constantine came 
at the invitation of the Emperor to Constantinople, the last pope to be sum- 
moned to the capital of the Byzantine Empire. He was treated with highest 
honors by Justinian, who, the papal biographer claims, prostrated himself be- 
fore the pope with the imperial crown upon his head, and kissed his feet.** 
Justinian and the pope reached a satisfactory compromise, but there is no 
exact information on it. Pope Constantine, as the German church historian, 
Hefele, pointed out, had by this time undoubtedly attained the fair middle 
path which Pope John VIII (872-882) subsequently followed by declaring 
that “he accepted all those canons which did not contradict the true faith, 
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good morals, and the decrees of Rome.”*” Pope Constantine returned safely 
to Rome and was welcomed by the people with great joy. Religious peace 
seemed finally established within the greatly reduced boundaries of the Em- 
pire. —— 


ORIGIN AND DEVELOPMENT OF THEME ORGANIZATION 


In Byzantine history the organization of the themes is usually connected 
with the epoch_of the Heraclian dynasty. The organization of the themes 
means that peculiar provincial organization, prompted by the conditions of 
the times, whose distinguishing feature was the growth of the military power 
of the provincial governors, and finally their complete superiority over the 
civil authorities. This process was not sudden but gradual. For a long time 
the Greek word theme (7d 6€ua) meant a militarycorps stationed in a prov- 
ince, and only later, probably in the eighth century, was it applied not only to 
the military detachment, but also to the province where it was stationed. Thus 
it began to be applied to the administrative divisions of the Empire. 

The main Byzantine source on the problem of the themes is the work On 
Themes, written by Constantine Porphyrogenitus, the emperor of the tenth 
century, and hence dating from a period much later than the epoch of the 
Heraclian dynasty. This work has also the disadvantage of being based in 
some places on geographical works of the fifth and sixth centuries, used very 
superficially or copied verbatim. But although this work does not give much 
information on theme organization in the seventh century, it does connect 
the beginning of the system with the name of Heraclius. The Emperor said: 
“Since the reign of Heraclius the Libyan (1.e. African), the Roman Empire 
has become reduced in size and mutilated both from the east and from the 
west.”** Very interesting, though not yet fully explained, material on this 
problem is found in the works of the Arabian geographers Ibn-Khurdadhbah 
(Khordadhbeh), of the first half of the ninth century, and Kudama, of the 
early tenth century, though these men, of course, were not contemporaries of 
the Heraclian epoch. For the study of the earlier period of the theme system, 
historians have made use of occasional remarks of chroniclers and especially 
of the Latin message of Justinian II to the pope, dating from the year 687, 
regarding the confirmation of the Sixth Ecumenical Council. This epistle con- 
tains a list of the military districts of that period, not yet referred to as themes, 
but denoted by the Latin word exercitus (army).*° In historical sources of that 
time the Latin word exercitus and the Greek word orparés or sometimes 
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orpareva were often used in the sense of a territory or province with military 
administration. 

The true precursors of the theme organization were the exarchates of Ra- 
venna and Carthage (Africa), established at the end of the sixth century. The 
attacks of the Lombards caused the drastic change in the administration of 
Italy, as those of the Berbers (Moors) caused in North Africa. The central 
government, with a view toward creating a more efficient defense against its 
enemies, attempted to form_large territorial units with strong military au- 
thorities in its border provinces. The Persian, and later the Arabian, conquests 
of the seventh century, which deprived the Byzantine Empire of its eastern 
provinces, completely changed conditions in Asia Minor. From a land which 
practically never needed any serious defense it became transformed into a 
territory constantly and strongly menaced by its Muslim neighbors. The 
Byzantine government was ferced to undertake. decisive measures on its 
eastern border: military force 's were regrouped and new administrative 
divisions were established, giving predominance—to_the military authori- 
ties, whose services at this time were of extreme importance. Equally 
great was the menace from the newly constructed Arabian fleet, which was 
almost master of the Mediterranean Sea as early as the seventh century, and 
threatened the shores of Asia Minor, the islands of the Archipelago, and even 
the shores of Italy and Sicily. In the northwest of the Empire the Slavs oc- 
cupied a considerable part of the Balkan peninsula and penetrated far into 
Greece, including the Peloponnesus. On the northern border rose the Bul- 
garian kingdom (in the second half of the seventh century). These altered 
conditions forced the Empire to resort in the most insecure provinces to the 
establishment of extensive districts ruled by strang_military power, similar 
to the exarchates. The Empire was militarized. 

The fact that the themes were not the result of ane legislative act meant 
that each theme had its own history, sometimes a rather long one. The prob- 
lem of the origin of themes can be solved only by special research on each 
individual theme. Kulakovsky’s writings are of interest in this connection. 
The military measures taken by Heraclius after his victory over Persia were, 
he believed, the point of departure of the new administrative regime. Bréhier 
supported Kulakovsky in this view. Armenia may be an example of the mili- 
tarization of the empire under pressure of the Persian danger, for when 
Heraclius reorganized Armenia, he appointed no civil administrator. The 
authority was purely military. The theme system, then, was merely the ap- 
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plication to other provinces of the regime instituted in Armenia.”* Th. Us- 
pensky called attention to the Slavs. When they inundated the Balkan penin- 
sula about the time of the theme formation, he said, they “contributed to the 
formation of the theme organization in Asia Minor by supplying a consider- 
able number of volunteers for the colonization of Bithynia.”®? This statement 
is to be taken with caution, however, for there is no evidence of a mass Slav 
immigration into Asia Minor before the transporting of 80,000 Slavs to Op- 
sikion under Justinian II at the end of the seventh century. 

It is definitely known that for defense against the oncoming danger there 
were established in the East in the seventh century the following four large 
military districts, later called themes: 1) Armeniaci (Armeniako1) in north- 
east Asia Minor bordering on Armenia; 2) Anatolici (Anatolikoi, from the 
Greek word Anatoli, dvarody, “the east”) ; °3) | ‘the > imperial God-guarded 
Opsikion” (Greek oyixcov, Latin, obsequium), } in Asia Minor near the Sea 
of Marmora; and 4) the maritime thema Caravisionorum, called later, perhaps 
in the eighth century, Cibyrrhaeot (Cibyraiot), on the southern shore of Asia 
Minor and in the neighboring islands. The first twa, occupying the entire 
middle portion of Asia Minor from the borders of Cilicia in the east to the 
shores of the Aegean Sea in the west were intended to serve as a protection 
against the e Arabs. The third was to shield the capital from external enemies. 
The fourth, the maritime theme, was intended as a defense against the Arabian 
fleet. 


A striking analogy exists between this theme organization and the mili- 


tarization of the Persian Empire of the Sassanids, under the kings Kawadh 
and Chosroes Nushirvan, in the sixth century. In Persia also the whole terri- 
tory of the empire was divided among four military commands. The analogy 
is so complete and so close that Stein explained it as a deliberate intention 
on the part of the Emperor to adopt the Persian reform. The sources, he said, 
give reason to believe’that Heraclius studied the reforms of both Persian 
monarchs and perhaps even had access to some material from the Persian 
archives. “To learn from one’s enemy has always been the desire of all true 
statesmen.””* 

In the Balkan peninsula the district of Thrace was created against the Slavs 
and Bulgarians, and later, perhaps at the end of the seventh century, the 
Greek military district of Hellas or Helladici (Helladiko1) was formed against 
Slavonic irruptions into Greece. About the same time, probably, the district of 
Sicily was organized against the maritime attacks of the Arabs, who were be- 
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ginning to threaten the western part of the Mediterranean Sea. With very few 
exceptions these districts or themes were governed by strategi (strategor). The 
ruler of the Cibyraiot (Cibyrrhaeot) theme was called the drungarius (vice- 
admiral), and the governor of Opsikion bore the title of comes. 

The organization of the themes, then, may be traced back to Heraclius’ 
attempt to militarize the Empire under pressure-of-the-Persian danger. He 
succeeded in accomplishing, however, as far as is known, the reorganization 
only af Armenia. The brilliant victory over Persia which led to the recovery 
of Syria, Palestine, and Egypt, created an urgent need for reorganization in 
those provinces. Heraclius, however, had no time to accomplish this task be- 
cause he speedily lost them again to the Arabs. The Persian danger had been 
eliminated, but a new, more menacing, Arab danger arose in its stead. Her- 
aclius’ successors, following his lead, created military districts (later called 
themes) against the Arabs. Simultaneously the emperors were led by the grow- 
ing Slavonic and Bulgarian menace in the north of the Empire to extend these 
methods of defense and protection in the Balkan peninsula and in Greece. 

In these military districts and in the exarchates the civil authorities did not 
immediately give way to military rulers. The civil administration, the civil 
provinces (eparchies), continued to exist under the new order 1 in the majority 
view of Bical dangers, steadily ace themselves felt more and more 
strongly in civil administration. ’ ‘Heraclius’ seed,” Stein remarked, “has mar- 
velously grown.”** 

Heraclius has left some trace in Byzantine legislation. In the published 
collection of Novels his period is represented by four which deal with various 
questions referring to the clergy and are dated from 612 to 629. There are 
some indications of other laws of Heraclius witich have not been preserved 
in their entirety but of which there are traces; and it is possible to prove that 
some of these laws were accepted and introduced into legislation in the West 
by the Germans and in the East by the Arabs. This can be proved at least 
for some laws dealing with forgery of coins, official seals, and public docu- 
ments.” 


PERIOD OF ANARCHY (7II-17) 


The three accidental rulers, Vardan or Philippicus, Anastasius II, and 
Theodosius III, who occupied the throne after Justinian II, were deposed in 
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rapid succession. Anarchy and mutiny prevailed throughout the Empire. By 
favoring Monotheletism, Vardan broke off peaceful relations with Rome. 
Anastasius, however, succeeded in restoring the former agreement with the 
pope. In external affairs the Empire was particularly unsuccessful. The Bul- 
friendly towards them, moved southward as far as Constantinople. The Arabs, 
advancing persistently by land through Asia Minor and by water in the 
Aegean Sea and the Propontis, also menaced the capital. The Empire was 
going through a very critical period, similar to the one which had preceded 
the revolution of the year 610, and once mofe it was in need of an able, ener- 
getic man who could save it from inevitable ruin. Such a man appeared in 
the person of the strategus of the theme of Anatolici, Leo, a man with a very 
wide following. The weak Theodosius Ill, realizing his complete impotence 
against the approaching menace, renounced his imperial rank, and in the year 
717 Leo entered Constantinople in triumphant procession and was crowned 
emperor by the patriarch in the temple of St. Sophia. He spared the life of 
Theodosius III. Leo thus rose from a military ruler entrusted with wide power 
in the theme organization to emperor ~~ 


LITERATURE, LEARNING, AND ART 


With regard to letters and art, the period from 610 to 717 is the darkest 
epoch in the entire existence of the Empire. After the abundant activity of 
the preceding century, intellectual creativeness seemed to have died out com- 
pletely. The main cause of the sterility of this period must be sought in the 
political conditions of the Empire, which was forced to direct all its energies 
toward defense against its external enemies. The Persian, and later the Ara- 
bian, conquest of the culturally advanced and intellectually productive eastern 
provinces of Syria, Palestine, Egypt, and North Africa, the Arabian menace to 
Asia Minor, the islands of the Mediterranean, and even the capital itself, the 
Avaro-Slavonic menace in the Balkan peninsula—all this created conditions 
practically prohibitive of any intellectual and artistic activity. Unfavorable 
conditions prevailed, not only in the provinces torn away from the Emoire, 
but also in those which still formed part of it. 

During this entire period the Byzantine Empire had not a single historian. 
Only the deacon of St. Sophia, George of Pisidia (a province in Asia Minor), 
who lived in the days of Heraclius, described in harmonious and correct verses 
the military campaigns of Heraclius against the Persians and the Avars. He 
left three historical works: (1) On the Expedition of Emperor Heraclius 
against the Persians, (2) On the Attack of the Avars on Constantinople in 
the Year 626, and Their Defeat through the Intercession of the Holy Virgin, 
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and (3) Heraclias, a panegyric in honor of the Emperor on the occasion of 
his final victory over the Persians. Among other works of a polemic, elegiac, 
and theological nature we might point out the Hexaemeron (Six Days), a 
kind of philosophical-theological didactic poem on the creation of the universe 
with allusions to contemporary events. This work, dealing with the favorite 
subject of Christian writers, spread beyond the borders of the Byzantine Em- 
pire; for instance, a Slavo-Russian translation was made in the fourteenth 
century. The poetical genius of George of Pisidia was appreciated in later 
centuries, and in the eleventh century the famous Byzantine scholar and 
philosopher, Michael Psellus, was even asked to solve the problem: “Who 
was a better writer of verse, Euripides or George of Pisidia?” The modern 
scholarly world regards George as the best secular poet of the Byzantine 
period.”® 

Among the chroniclers were John of Antioch and the anonymous author of 
the Chronicon Paschale (Easter Chronicle). John of Antioch, who lived 
probably in the time of Heraclius, wrote a universal chronicle including the 
period from Adam to the death of the Emperor Phocas (610). In view of the 
fact that this work has survived only in fragments, there have been long dis- 
putes among scholars with regard to the identity of the author. Sometimes 
he has been even identified with John Malalas, also a native of Syrian Antioch. 
Insofar as the surviving fragments show, the work of John of Antioch should 
be recognized as much superior to the work of Malalas, for it does not con- 
sider world history from the narrow confines of a native of Antioch, and has, 
therefore, a much broader historical aim. It also exhibits a more skillful use 
of early sources. It was also in the time of Heraclius that some unknown clergy- 
man composed the so-called Chronicon Paschale (Easter Chronicle) which, 
although it is nothing but a list of events from Adam until a.p. 629, contains 
several rather interesting historical remarks. The main value of this unoriginal 
work lies in the determination of the sources used and in that part which deals 
with events contemporary with the author. 

In the field of theology the Monotheletic disputes of the seventh century, 
just as the Monophysitic disputes of earlier ages, gave rise to a fairly extensive 
literature which has not, however, been preserved, having been condemned 
by the councils of the seventh century and destined to perish early, in a manner 
similar to that of the Monophysitic writings. This literature must be judged, 
therefore, almost exclusively on the basis of the acts of the Sixth Ecumenical 
Council and the works of Maximus Confessor, which quote fragments of 
these extinguished works in the course of confuting them. 

Maximus Confessor was one of the most remarkable Byzantine theologians. 
As acontemporary of Heraclius and Constans II, he was a convinced defender 
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of orthodoxy during the period of the Monothelete disputes of the seventh 
century. For his convictions he was sent to prison and, after numerous tortures, 
exiled to the distant Caucasian province of Lazica, where he remained until 
the end of his days. In his works dealing with polemics, the exegesis of the 
Scriptures, asceticism, mysticism, and liturgics he reflected chiefly the influ- 
ence of the three famous church fathers—Athanasius the Great, Gregory of 
Nazianzus, and Gregory of Nyssa—as well as the mystical views of the so- 
called “Dionysius the Areopagite” (Pseudo-Areopagite), widely spread in the 
Middle Ages. The writings of Maximus were of particular importance in 
the development of Byzantine mystics. “By combining the dry speculative 
mysticism of Dionysius the Areopagite,” wrote one of the modern students 
of Maximus, “with the living ethical problems of contemplative asceticism, 
the blessed Maximus created a living type of Byzantine mysticism which re- 
appeared in the works of numerous later ascetics. He may thus be considered 
the creator of Byzantine mysticism in the full sense of the term.”®? Unfortu- 
nately Maximus did not leave a systematic account of his views, and they 
must be winnowed from his numerous writings. Besides his theological and 
mystical writings, Maximus left also a large number of interesting letters. 

The influence and importance of the writings of Maximus were not con- 
fined to the East alone. They found their way into the West and were later 
reflected in the writings of the famous western thinker of the ninth century, 
John the Scot Eriugena (Johannes Scotus Eriugena), who was also greatly 
interested in the works of Dionysius the Areopagite, and later averred that he 
attained an understanding of the “obscurest” ideas of Dionysius only through 
the “marvelous manner” in which they were explained by Maximus, whom 
Eriugena calls “the divine philosopher,” “the all-wise,” “the most distin- 
guished of teachers,” etc. Maximus’ work on Gregory the Theologian was 
translated by Eriugena into Latin.®* A younger contemporary of Maximus, 
Anastasius Sinaita (of Mount Sinai), developed his own polemic and exegetic 
literary works in a manner similar to that of Maximus, exhibiting, however, 
much less genius. 

In the field of hagiography one might point out the patriarch of Jerusalem, 
Sophronius, who lived through the Arabian siege of the sacred city and wrote 
an extensive narrative of the martyrdom and miracles of the Egyptian national 
saints, Cyrus and Johannes. This work contains much information on geogra- 
phy and on the history of manners and customs. Still greater in interest are 
the writings of Leontius, bishop of Neapolis in Cyprus, who also lived in the 
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seventh century. He was the author of several “lives,” among which the 
Life of John the Merctful, archbishop of Alexandria in the seventh century, is 
particularly valuable for the history of the social and economic life of the 
period. Leontius of Neapolis differs from the great majority of hagiographs 
in that he wrote his Lives of Saints for the mass of the population; hence his 
language reflects a strong influence of the popular spoken language.”® 

In the field of church hymn-writing the seventh century is represented by 
Andrew (Andreas) of Crete, a native of Damascus, who spent the major 
part of his life in Syria and Palestine after they had come under Arab sway. 
He was later appointed archbishop of Crete. As a writer of hymns he is famous 
chiefly because of his Great Canon, which is read even today in the orthodox 
church twice during Lent. Some parts of the Canon show the influence of 
Romanus the Hymn-writer (Melode). The Canon reviews the principal events 
of the Old Testament, beginning with the fall of Adam, and the words and 
deeds of the Saviour. 

This brief survey of literary events during the dark and trying years of the 
Heraclian dynasty shows that most of the limited number of Byzantine writers 
of the period came from the eastern provinces, some already under the new 
rule of the Muslim conquerors. 

In view of the external events of the Heraclian dynasty, it is not surprising 
that no monuments of art of that period exist today. However, the very small 
number of surviving monuments of the seventh century speak clearly of the 
solidity of the foundations laid for the artistic life of Byzantium in the Golden 
Age of Justinian the Great. And though, beginning with the second half of 
the sixth century, Byzantine art makes itself felt only very slightly within the 
Empire, its influence in the seventh century is very clearly marked beyond 
the borders of the Empire. A number of dated churches of Armenia represent 
splendid examples of Byzantine influence. Among these are the Cathedral of 
Edgmiatsin (Etschmiadzin), restored between 611 and 628, and the church 
of the citadel of Ani (622). The mosque of Omar at Jerusalem, built in 687-90, 
is a purely Byzantine work. Some frescoes of Santa Maria Antica at Rome 
belong to the seventh or the beginning of the eighth century.’ 


*8See H. Gelzer, Leontios von Neapolis 100 See Charles Diehl, Manuel d’art byzan- 
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CHAPTER V: THE ICONOCLASTIC EPOCH 


(717-867) 


THE ISAURIAN OR SYRIAN DYNASTY 


NTIL recently the Emperor Leo III (717-741), the originator of the new 
dynasty, was called an Jsaurian in historical writings, and his descend- 
ants were usually referred to as the Isaurian dynasty. However, at the close 
of the nineteenth century the opinion was advanced that Leo III was not an 
Isaurian by birth, but a Syrian.’ This view is at present accepted by some 
scholars,” but is rejected by others.* The confusion on this point can be traced 
back to the early ninth century chronicler Theophanes, author of the main 
source on Leo‘s_origin, He wrote: “Leo the Isaurian was a native of Ger- 
manicea, and was in reality from Isauria.”* The papal librarian Anastasius, 
who translated Theophanes into Latin in the second half of the ninth century, 
made no mention of Isauria but stated that Leo came from the people of Ger- 
manicea and was a Syrian by birth (genere Syrus).° The Life of Stephen the 
Younger also calls Leo “a Syrian by birth” (6 cvpoyerys).® Germanicea was 
situated within the northern boundaries of Syria, east of Cilicia. An Arabian 
source referred to Leo as “a Christian citizen of Marash,” i.e. Germanicea, who 
could speak fluently and correctly both the Arabic and Roman languages.’ 
There is no reason to suppose that Theaphanes confused the Syrian Ger- 
manicea with Germanicopolis, a city of the Isaurian province.® The Syrian 
origin of Leo is quite probable. 

The son of Leo III, Constantine V Copronymus (741-75), married Irene, 
daughter of the Khagan of the Khazars (Chazars). He had by her a son, 
Leo IV, often called the Khazar (Chazar), who reigned from 775 to 780. 
Leo IV married a Greek girl from Athens, another Irene, who at his death 
became ruler of the Empire because her son, Constantine VI, proclaimed Em- 
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peror from 780 to 797, was a minor. Irene, a woman of great force and am- 
bition, entered into a struggle for power with her son when he attained his 
majority, and was victorious; she dethroned and blinded her son, and became 
sole ruler of the Empire (797-802). She illustrates the problem of whether or 
not in the Byzantine Empire women could exercise sovereign power on the 
throne, i.e. be rulers of the Empire in the full meaning of the term. Since the 
time of the founding of the Empire wives of emperors had borne the title 
“Augusta,” and in case of the minority of their sons, had fulfilled the functions 
of imperial power, but always in the name of their sons. In the fifth century, 
Pulcheria, sister of Theodosius, had been at the head of the regency during 
the minority of her brother. Theodora, wife of Justinian the Great, had oc- 
cupied an exceptional position of influence upon political affairs. But Theo- 
dora’s political influence depended entirely upon the will of her husband, and 
the other women had all ruled in the name of a son or a brother. Irene-s the 


first instance in Byzantine history-efa-wementribng-with-fri authority of su- 
preme_ power. She was a true autocrat, ruling in her own right, and she 
represented an innovation_which contradicted the secular traditions of the 


Empire. It is interesting to note that in official documents and decrees she 
was not called “empress” but “Irene, the faithful emperor (dasileus).”° Since 
it was the conception of the period that only an emperor, a man, could be 
the official lawgiver, it became necessary to.adopt the fiction-that Irene was 
an emperor. She was dethroned by the revolution of the year 802, initiated 
and led by one of the highest civil officials, Nicephorus, and she later died in 
exile. Nicephorus ascended the throne, and thus, with Inene’s deposition, ended 
the Isaurian-or-Syrian-dynasty. In the period from 717 to 802 the Byzantine 
Empire was ruled by a dynasty of eastern origin from Asia Minor or northern 
Syria, intermixed with Khazarian blood through the marriage of Constan- 
tine V. 


The attitude toward Arabs, Bulgarians, and Slavs 


At the time of Leo’s accession to the throne the Byzantine Empire was 
experiencing one of the most a periods in its history. In addition to the 


—_—— 


gressive since the time ine aia, WHch had become II, there was the 
Arabian menace in the_East, which was coming closer to the capital. The 
period resembled the seventies of the seventh century under Constantine IV, 
and seemed even more critical in many respects. 
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The Arabian forces on land passed through all of Asia Minor to the west, 
even during the reign of the two predecessors of Leo, and occupied Sardis and 
Pergamus, near the shores of the Aegean Sea. At the head of the Arabian 
troops stood a distinguished general, Maslamah. Only a few months after 
Leo’s entry into Constantinople in 717, the Arabs moved on northward from 
Pergamus, reaching Abydos on the Hellespont, and upon crossing to the 
European shore, soon found themselves at the walls of the capital. At the 
same time a strong Arabian fleet consisting of 1,800 vessels of different types, 
according to the chronicle of Theophanes, sailed through the Hellespont and 
the Propontis and surrounded the capital by sea. A real siege of Constantinople 
ensued. Leo demonstrated his brilliant military ability, however, by preparing 
the capital for the siege in an excellent manner. Once more the skillful use of 
“Greek fire” caused severe damage in the Arabian fleet, while hunger and the 
extremely severe winter of 777=18 completed the final defeat of the Muslim 
army. By force of an agreement with Leo III, as well as in self-defense, the 
Bulgarians also were fighting against the Arabs on Thracian territory and 
caused heavy losses in their army. Slightly more than a year after the begin- 
ning of the siege, the Arabs departed from the capital, which was thus saved 
by the genius and energy-ef Leo III. The farst mention of the chain which 
barred the way into the Golden Horn to the enemy ships was made in con- 
nection with this siege. 

Historians attach very great significance to this failure of the Muslims to 
occupy Constantinople. It is justly claimed that by his successful resistance Leo 


saved, not only the Byz hristian world, but 
al iwilization. The English scholar Bury calls the 


year 718 “an ecumenical date.” The Greek historian Lampros compares these 
events to the Persian wars of ancient Greece and calls Leo the Miltiades of 
medieval Hellenism. If Constantine IV halted the Arabs under Constanti- 
nople, Leo III definitely forced them back. This was the last attack of the Arabs 
upon the “Gad-guarded”’ city. Viewed from this standpoint, Leo’s victory as- 
sumes universal historical significance. The expedition of the Arabs against 
Constantinople, as well as the name of Maslamah, have left a considerable 
trace in the later Muhammedan legendary tradition; the name of the latter 
is also connected with a mosque, which, tradition says, he constructed at 
Constantinople.’° 
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And yet this was one of the most brilliant epochs in the history of the 
early caliphate. Powerful Calif Walid I (705-15), a contemporary of the 
period of anarchy in the Byzantine Empire, could vie with the emperors in 
his construction achievements. A mosque was erected in Damascus which, 
like St. Sophia for the Christians, remained for a long time the most magnifi- 
cent structure of the Muslim world. Muhammed’s grave at Medina was as 
splendid as the Holy Sepulcher at Jerusalem. It is interesting to note that 
among the Muslims these buildings were associated with legends relating 
not only to Muhammed but also to Christ. The first call of Jesus when he 
returns to earth, declares Muslim tradition, will come from one of the minarets 
of the mosque of Damascus, and the free space next to Muhammed’s grave 
at Medina will serve for the grave of Jesus when he dies after his second ad- 
vent."? | 

Gradually the struggle between-the Empireand the-caliphate assumed the 
character of a sacred war. The results were satisfactory to neither Greeks nor 
Arabs, fof the Greeks did not gain Jerusalem and the Arabs did not gain 
Constantinople. “Under the influence of this outcome,” said V. Barthold, 
“among the Christians as well as among the Muslims, the idea of the trium- 
phant state changed to the idegofrepentence, and both | were expecting the end 
of the world. It seemed to both that only just before the end of the world could 
thefinal aims of their states be attained. In the Latin, as well as in the Greek, 
world a legend became current to the effect that before the end of the uni- 
verse the Christian ruler (the Frankish king or the Byzantine emperor) 
would enter Jerusalem and hand over his earthly crown to the Saviour, while 
the Muslims expected the end of the world to be preceded by the fall of 
Constantinople.’? It was not accidental that the reign of the ‘sole pious’ Umay- 
yad calif, Omar II (717-20), came about the year 100 of the hegira (about the 
year 720), when the end of the Muslim state, and at the same time the end of 
the world, were expected after the unsuccessful siege of Constantinople in the 
time of the preceding calif, Suleiman.” 

Fourteen years after the siege, in the year 732, the Arabian advance from 
Spain into western Europe was successfully arrested at Poitiers by Charles 


Martel, the all-powerful major-domo of the weak Frankish king? 
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After their defeat in the year 718 the Arabs did not undertake any more 
serious military actions against the Empire 1 in the time of Leo III, especially 
since they were apparently y menaced in the north by the Khazars. Leo III 
had arranged the marriage of his son and successor, Constantine, with the 
daughter of the Khagan of the Khazars, and he began to support his new 
kinsman. Thus, in his struggle with the Arabs Leo found two allies: first the 
Bulgarians, and later the Khazars. The Arabs did not remain quiet, however, 
but continged thelr attacks Upon Asia Minor and penetrated frequently far 
into the west, reaching even Nicaea, i.e., almost touching the shores of the 
Propontis. At the end of his reign Leo succeeded in defeating the Arabs at 
Acroinon in Phrygia (present-day Afiun-Qara-Hisar on the railroad to 
Konia). This defeat forced the Arabs to clear the western part of Asia Minor 
and retreat to the east. With the battle at Acroinon the Muslims connected the 
legend of the Turkish national hero, Saiyid Battal Ghazi, the champion of 
Islam, whose grave is shown even today in one of the villages south of Es- 
kishehr (medieval Dorylaeum). The historical figure personifying this hero 
was the champion of Muhammedanism, Abdallah al-Battal, who fell in the 
battle of Acroinon.’® The problem of the Arabian struggle, then, was bril- 
liantly solved by Leo III. 

In the middle of the eighth century serious internal troubles arose in the 
Arab caliphate in connection with the change of dynasties, when the Umay- 
yads (Omayyads) were deposed by the Abbasids. The latter transferred the 
capital and the center of their government from Damascus to Bagdad on the 
Tigris, far removed from the Byzantine border. This made it possible for the 
successor of Leo III, Constantine V, to move the imperial border farther east 
along the entire boundary of Asia Minor by means of a number of successful 
expeditions. 

But in the time of Irene, under the Caliph al-Mahdi, the Arabs again initi- 
ated a successful offensive movement into Asia Minor, and in the year 782-83 
the Empress was _forced_to beg for peace. The resulting agreement, concluded 
for three years, was very humiliating for the Empire. The Empress assumed 
the obligation of paying the Arabs a yearly tribute of ninety or seventy thou- 
sand dinars (denarii) in semiannual instalments. It is very likely that the troops 
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sent by Irene to Macedonia, Greece, and the Peloponnesus in the same year 
(783) to quell the Slavonic revolt were taken from the eastern front, thus 
weakening the Byzantine position in Asia Minor. In the year 798, after the 
successful operations of the Arab army under the Caliph Harun-ar-Rashid, 
a new peace agreement was concluded with the Byzantine Empire, which was 
to pay a tribute, as in the time of al-Mahdi. 

Very active relations existed between the emperors of the Isaurian dynasty 
and the Bulgarians—The latter, having recently gained a stronghold on the 
Lower Danube, were forced above all to defend their political existence against 
the Byzantine attempts to-destroy the acueverpents of Asparuch. Internal 
conditions in the Bulgarian kingdom of the eighth century were very intricate. 
The Bulgarian chiefs competed with each other for the supreme rank of khan 
and initiated many dynastic disturbances, and, as new conquerors, the Bul- 
garians were forced to struggle with the conquered Slavs of the peninsula. 
The Bulgarian khans of the late seventh and early eighth centuries showed 
great ingenuity in handling relations with their most dangerous enemy, the 
Byzantine Empire. The Bulgarians had aided Justinian II in reclaiming the 
throne and rendered active assistance to Leo III in his drive to force the Arabs 
away from Constantinople. After this, for a period of over thirty years, the 
Byzantine writers say nothing about the Bulgarians. During the reign of 
Leo III the Bulgarian kingdom succeeded in maintaining peace with the 
Empire. 

In the reign of Constantine V relations with the Byzantine Empire became 
strained. With the aid of the Syrians and Armenians, who had been trans- 


—~ported from the eastern border and made to settle in Thrace, the Emperor 


constructed a number of fortifications along the Bulgarian border. Constan- 
tine treated with contempt the Bulgarian ambassador to Constantinople. Fol- 
lowing this the Bulgarians began military operations. Constantine conducted 
- eight or nine campaigns against the Bulgarians both on land and on sea, 
with the aim of annihilating the Bulgarian kingdom. These expeditions con- 
tinued with varying results. In the end Constantine failed to attain his goal, 
but some historians call him “the first Bulgar-slayer” (Bulgaroctonus),”*® 
because of his energetic struggle against the Bulgarians and because of the 
numerous fortresses he constructed against them. 

Within Bulgaria dynastic troubles.ceased at the end of the eighth century, 
and the sharp antagonism _between the Bulgarians and the Slavs became less 
pronounced. In short, there came about the gradual formation of the Bulgaria 
of the ninth century, Slavonized and transformed_ into a powerful state with 
definite offensive projects as regards the Byzantine Empire. This offensive 
policy became evident in the late eighth century, in the time of Constantine 
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VI and his mother Irene, when the Byzantine Empire after its military failures 
was forced to agree to pay tribute to the Bulgarians. 

In the military collisions between the Empire and the Bulgarians of the 
eighth century, the Bulgarian forces included also the Slavs, who formed part 
of their kingdom. The occupation of the Balkan peninsula by the Slavs also 
continued in the eighth century. One western pilgrim to the Holy Places, a 
contemporary of Leo III, visited the Peloponnesian city of Monembasia and 
wrote that it was situated in Slavonic (Slavinian) land (12 Slawinia terrae)."' 
There are references to the presence of Slavs in Dyrrachium and in Athens in 
the eighth century.*® The following well-known lines (quoted also in an ear- 
lier part of this work) in the work of Constantine Porphyrogenitus, On the 
Themes, refer also to the days of Constantine V: “The whole of the Pelopon- 
nesus became slavonized and barbarian when the plague spread through the 
entire universe.”’® The reference here is to the formidable epidemic of 746-47, 
imported from Italy, which especially devastated the south of Greece and 
Constantinople. In an attempt to rehabilitate the capital after the epidemic, 
Constantine transported to Constantinople people from various provinces. 
Even in the opinion of the population, the Peloponnesus was Slavonized as 
early as the middle of the eighth century; to the same period must be referred 
the influx of new settlements in Greece established in place of those communi- 
ties whose population was either extinguished by the epidemic or taken to the 
capital when the effort was being made to rehabilitate it. At the end of the 
eighth century the Empress Irene sent a special expedition “against the Sla- 
vonic tribes,” to Greece, Thessalonica, and the Peloponnesus.”° Later these 
Greek Slavs took an active part in the plot against Irene. This indicates clearly 
that in the eighth century the Slavs in the Balkan peninsula, including all of 
Greece, were not only definitely and strongly established, but even partici- 
pated in the political life of the Empire. By the ninth century the Bulgarians 
and the Slavs became two very serious enemies of the Byzantine Empire. 


The internal activities_of the emperors of the Isaurian or Syrian dynasty 


_Legislation —Leo III was not only a gifted leader and energetic defender 
of his Empire against external enemies, but also a wise and capable legislator. 
Even in the time of Justinian the Great, in the sixth century, the Latin text 
of his Code, Digest, and Institutes was little, or not at all, understood in the 
majority of provinces. In many districts, in the east particularly, old local 
customs were used in preference to-ofhctal statutes, as was clearly evidenced 
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by the popularity of the Syrian Lawbook of the fifth century. The Novels 
(Novellae) issued in Greek dealt only with current legislation. Meanwhile, 
in the seventh century, as the Empire was gradually losing Syria, Palestine, 
and Egypt in the east, North Africa in the south, and the northern parts of 
the Balkan peninsula in the north, it was becoming more and more “Greek” 
by language. For wide and general use it became necessary to create a lawbook 
in Greek which would reflect all the changes in living conditions since the 
time of Justinian the Great. 

Fully realizing the need for such a code, Leo II] entrusted the task of com- 
piling it to a commission whose members he chose-personally. The efforts of 
this body resulted in the publication of a code entitled the Eclaga, issued in the 
name of the “wise and pious emperors, Leo and Constantine.” There is some 
uncertainty as to the exact date of its publication, Some western scholars refer 
it to the end of Leo’s reign (739-40),”? although the Russian Byzantinist, V. 
G. Vasilievsky is inclined to ascribe it to a date nearer the beginning of Leo’s 
reign (about the year 726).?* Recently there has even been some doubt as to 
whether the Ecloga may be referred to the time of Leo III and Constantine V 
at all.?* At present most modern students of the question set the date of publi- 
cation as March, 726.”* 

The title of the Ecloga (meaning “selection” or “extract”) is indicative of 
its sources. The title runs as follows; “An abridged selection of laws, arranged 
by Leo and Constantine, the wise and pious kings, from the Institutes, Digest, 
Code, Novels of th t Justinian, and corrected with a-view to greater 
humanity” (in Greek, eis 76 dtAavOpwrodrepor), or, as others translate this, 
“with a view toimprovement.””° The introduction states definitely that the 
decrees issued by the preceding emperors have been _written in various books 
and that their meaning, dificult for some, is entirely incomprehensible for 


others, especially for those_who do not live in the 
fe in the & 
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city.2* The “various books” refer to Greek translations and commentaries of 
Justinian’s lawbooks which were used in actual practice, frequently replacing 
the Latin originals. Very few people could understand these Greek translations 
and commentaries. The profusion of books and the variations and contradic- 
tions found in them produced considerable confusion in the civil law of the 
Byzantine Empire. Leo III saw clearly the existing state of affairs and made it 
his aim to relieve these conditions. The principles of the-Keloga, laid down in 
its introduction, are imbued with ideas of justice and right teousness. They 
maintain that judges must “refrain from all human passions and make de- 
cisions of true justice, developed by clear reasoning; they must not scorn the 
needy, or leave unpunished the s strong man guilty of offense. . . . They must 
justly refrain from accepting gifts.” All the officials in fudicial é service must re- 
ceive definite salaries from the imperial “pious treasury,” so that “they take 
nothing from any person who might come under their jurisdiction, in order 
that the prediction of the Prophet, “They sold the righteous for silver’ (Amos, 
2:6), should not come true and that we should not be visited by the wrath of 
God for becoming transgressors of his commandments.”** 

The contents of the Ecloga, subdivided into eighteen titles, deal mainly 
with civil law, and only slight extent with criminal law. They treat of 
marriage, betrothal, dowry, Sestasicntar Seat teeeracics of wardship, en- 
franchisement of slaves, witnesses, various Jiabilities connected with sale, pur- 
chase, rent, etc. Only one title contains a chapter of criminal law on punish- 
ments. 

The Ecloga differed in many respects from the Justinian Code, and even 
contradicted it at times by accepti isions of_customary law and 
judicial practices which existed parallel with the official legislative works of 
Justinian. When compared with the latter, the Ecloga represents a consider- 
able Br sn ten i For instance, its marriage laws included 
the introduction of higher Christian conceptions. True, the chapter on penal- 
ties abounds in punishments Pah poocte. the maiming of the body, such 
as cutting off a hand, tongue, or nose, or blinding the convict. But this fact 
does not permit one to considér the Ecloga a barbarian law, because in most 
cases these punishments were intended to take the place of the penalty of 
death. In this sense the Isaurian emperors were right in claiming that their 
legal accomplishments were “greater in their humanity” than the work of 
the preceding emperors. Also the Ecloga prescribed equal punishment to the 
distinguished and the common, to the rich andthe poor, while the Justinian 


26 Ecloga, par. 11. Zepos, Jus graecoro- CXCIX (1878), 283-85 and Works, IV, 168- 
manum, Il, 13. 69. Spulber, L’Eclogue, 5-9. Freshfeld, Ro- 

*7 Ecloga, par. 11, 13; the Russian trans. man Law, 68-70. Both give an English trans. 
Vasilievsky, “Legislation of the Iconoclasts,” Zepos, Jus graecoromanum, Il, 14, 16-17. 
Journal of the Ministry of Public Instruction, 
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law frequently prescribed different penalties without any real basis for the 


discrimination. The Ecloga is distinguished by an abundance of references 


to the Scriptures for confirmation of different juridical principles. “The spirit 


of Roman Law became transformed in the religious atmosphere of Chris- 


tianity.”?° Throughout the eighth and ninth centuries, until the time of the 
accession of the Macedonian dynasty (867), the Ecloga served as a manual for 
the teaching of law, taking the place of Justinian’s Institutes, and it was more 
than once subjected to revision; for instance, there was the Private Ecloga 
(Ecloga privata) and the Private Enlarged Ecloga (Ecloga privata aucta).** 
When, after the accession of Basil the Macedonian, a change took place in 
favor of Justinian law, the legislative deeds of the Isaurian emperors were 
officially declared to be nonsense (literally “silly talk”), which contradicted 
divine dogma and destroyed salutary laws.*° Still, even the emperors of the 
Macedonian dynasty borrowed many chapters from the condemned lawbook 
for their own legislative works, and even in their times the Ecloga was again 
revised. 

It is interesting to note that the Ecloga of Leo and Constantine later formed 
part of the juridical collections of the orthodox church, especially in Russia. 
It is found in the printed Russian Kormchata Kniga, i.e., The Book of Rules 
or Administrative Code, under the title, “The chapters of the wisest Tsar Leo 
and Constantine, the two faithful emperors.”** There are other traces of the 
influence of the Ecloga upon documents of ancient Slavonic legislation. 

The Ecloga can hardly be considered “an extremely daring innovation,” 
as was claimed by the Greek Byzantinist, Paparrigopoulo, an ardent admirer 
of the Isaurian emperors. “At present, when the principles advanced by the 
compilers of the Ecloga are accepted by the civil legislation of the most pro- 
gressive nations,” he declared, “the hour has finally come to accord esteem to 
the genius of the men who, a thousand years ago, fought for the inauguration 
of doctrines which have triumphed only in our own days.”*”? These are the 
comments of an enthusiastic Hellenic patriot, but nevertheless the modern 
world should recognize the high significance of the Ecloga in initiating a new 


28 Bury, Constitution of the Later Roman 
Empire, ll, 414. 

29 The date of these is debatable, but they 
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prior to the accession of Basil I the Macedo- 
nian in 867. See Zacharia von Lingenthal, Jus 
graeco-romanum, IV, 4. E. H. Freshfield, A 
Revised Manual of Roman Law. Ecloga pri- 
vata aucta, 2. Spulber, L’Eclogue, 94-95. But 
cf. Zactharia von Lingenthal, Geschichte des 
griechisch-romischen Rechts (3rd ed., 1892), 
36 (on the Ecloga privata aucta in South Italy 


under Norman domination). 

80 Zacharia von Lingenthal, Collectio I:- 
brorum, 62. Zepos, Jus graecoromanum, Il, 
237. 

81 In this book, known in Russia soon after 
the adoption of Christianity in the tenth cen- 
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rules and the rules of the ecumenical councils 
as well as the civil laws of the orthodox By- 
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period in the history of the Graeco-Roman or Byzantine law, a period which 
lasted until the accession of the Macedonian dynasty, when the Justinian law 
was restored to its former place but with many essential modifications. The 
Ecloga of Leo III was intended above all to meet the demands of the living 
realities of the period. 

In connection with the Isaurian dynasty, and especially with the name of 
Leo III, scholars discuss r legislative documents: the Rural Code or 
Earmer’s Law (vopos yewpykos), the Military Code (vopuos orpatwrtxds), 

‘and the Rhodian Sea Law (vépos podiwy vavtixds). Varying versions of these 
three documents tisually appear in numerous surviving manuscripts after the 
Ecloga or after other juridical works, without indication of the names of the 
authors or of the time of first publication. Hence to attribute them to one 
time or another depends upon internal evidence, an evaluation of their con- 
tents and language, and comparison with other similar documents. 

The Rural Code (vopos yewpytxds) has attracted the greatest attention 
among the three works. The greatest authority on Byzantine law, the German 
scholar Zacharia von Lingenthal, changed his mind about this. He began by 
thinking it the work of a private hand and he assigned it to the eighth or 
ninth century. It was compiled, he thought, partly from the legislation of 
Justinian and partly from local custom.** Later he was inclined to believe 
that the Rural Code was a product of the legislative activity of the Emperors 
Leo and Constantine, and that it was published either simultaneously with the 
Ecloga or soon after its appearance.** He agreed with the Russian scholars 
V. G. Vasilievsky and Th. I. Uspensky who eharacterized this document as 
a collection of rural police regulations-dealing with common offenses among 
People engaged in agricw ture. It is concerned primarily with various kinds 
of thefts of lumber, held and orchard fruit, trespasses and oversights of herds- 
men, harm done to animals, and harm done by cattle. The Russian scholar 
B. A. Pancenko, who made a special study of this document, called the Rural 
Code “a supplementary record to the customary law practiced among the 
peasants; it is dedicated to that law, so necessary for the peasants, which did 
not find its expression in legislation.”*® 

The work is not dated. Some scholars refer it to theepgch of Leo III. But 
it must be admitted that the problem is far from being definitely solved. Ac- 
cording to Panéenko, “the need for such a law might have been felt even in 
the seventh century; the nature of the lawbook, barbarian and naively em- 
pirical, is closer in spirit to the time of the greatest decline of civilization than 

88 Historiae Juris Graeco-Romani Deli- sky, “Legislation of the Iconoclasts,” Journal, 
neatio, 32. CXCIX (1878), 97; Works, 1V, 199. 

84 Zacharia von Lingenthal, Geschichte des 35 Peasant Property in the Byzantine Em- 
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to the period of the compilation of the Ecloga.”*® It has not yet been proved 
that the Rural Code was issued in the eighth century, and it is possible that 
its publication will be found to have taken place at an earlier period. Vernad- 
sky and Ostrogorsky stated that the Rural Code was “elaborated” under 
Justinian II, at the end of the seventh century.*” The last word on the subject 
was said by the Russian historian E. Lipshitz in 1945. After reconsidering all 
previous opinions, she was inclined to accept the second half of the eighth 
century as the most probable date of the Rural Code; in other words she con- 
firmed the old opinion of Zacharia von Lingenthal and Vasilievsky.** 

The Rural Code has also attracted the attention of scholars because it 
contains no reference tathe colonate or sesfdem which predominated in the 


later Roman Empire. It does contain, however, indications of various new 
phenomena: personal peasant property, communal landownership, the aboli- 
tion of compulsory service, and the introduction of freedom of movement. 
These are usually connected by scholars with the extensive Slavonic settle- 
ments in the Empire, which presumably imported conditions peculiar to their 
own life, chiefly the commune. The proposition argued in Panéenko’s book 
that the Rural Code does not refer to the commune is rightly denied in modern 
literature. Th. I. Uspensky, however, overestimated the importance of this 
law when he assigned to it the significance of a general measure for the whole 
Empire and claimed even that it “must serve as a point of departure in the 
history of the economic development of the East” with regard to the free 
peasant class and the class of small landowners.*® This opinion might create 
the impression that serfdom was generally abolished in the seventh or eighth 
centuries, which was not really the case.*° Diehl, who in his History of the 
Byzantine Empire considered the Rural Code the achievement of Leo III and 
his son, also went rather too far in stating that it “aimed to restrain the 
disquieting development of the great domains, to arrest the disappearance of 
the small free estates, and to insure to the peasants better living conditions.”** 


36 Tbid., 30. 

87 G. Vernadsky, “Sur les origines de la Loi 
agraire byzantine,” Byzantion, II (1926), 173. 
G. Ostrogorsky, “Die wirtschaftlichen und so- 
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tinischen Reiches,” Vierteljahrschrift fur So- 
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The English scholar W. Ashburner edited, translated, and thoroughly in- 
vestigated the Rural Code, although he knew no Russian and was therefore 
unacquainted with the results of the Russian investigations. Ashburner was 
inclined to agree with Zacharia von Lingenthal that the Farmer’s Law, as it 
stands, forms part of the legislation of the iconoclasts and that it is to a great 
extent a compilation of existing customs. But at the same time Ashburner 
differed from Zacharia von Lingenthal in three important particulars: (1) 
the origin of the law; (2) the legal position of the agricultural class under the 
law; and (3) the economic character of the two forms of tenancy to which 
it refers. The relationship of the Rural Code to the Ecloga, he maintained, 
is not as close as Zacharia von Lingenthal would make it, and he believed that 
in the state of society described by the Rural Code the farmer could migrate 
freely from place to place. He agreed with the German scholar, however, 
that the “style of command” of this law suggests that it was not a product 
of private hands but a work of legislative authority.*? 

The theory of the exceptional influence of the Slavs upon the internal cus- 
toms of the Byzantine Empire, given weight by the authority of Zacharia 
von Lingenthal and supported by outstanding Russian scholars in the field 
of Byzantine history, has come to occupy a firm place in historical literature. 
In addition to the general accounts of Slavonic settlements in the Empire, 
these scholars used as the main basis for their theory the fact that the con- 
ception of small free peasantry and the commune were foreign to Roman 
law; hence they must have been introduced into Byzantine life by some new 
element, in this case the Slavonic. V. N. Zlatarsky recently supported the 
theory of Slavonic influence on the Rural Code, which he referred to Leo 
III, and explained it by Leo’s Bulgarian policy. Leo saw that the Slavs under 
his power were very much tempted to pass over to the Bulgarians and con- 
clude with them a Bulgaro-Slavonic alliance. Therefore he introduced into 
his law Slavonic manners and customs, hoping thereby to render conditions 
more attractive to the Slavs.** But a closer study of the codes of Theodosius 
and Justinian, of the Novels of the latter, and, in recent times, of the data 
of papyrology and the lives of saints, distinctly proves that there existed in 
the Roman Empire villages populated by free landholders, and that communal 
landownership was in existence in very early times. No general conclusion, 
therefore, can be made on the basis of the Rural Code; it-may serve only as 


another evidence of the fact that in the Byzantine Empire the small free 


42 “The Farmer's Law,” Journal of Hellenic — schrift, VII (1898), 558-71; reprinted in Opera 
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peasantry and the fr isted_parallelwith serfdom. The 
theory of Slavonic influence must-be discarded and attention should be turned 


to the study Po Aa Rte, ORR and the village commune in 
the period of the early and later Roman Empire on the basis of both new and 
old materials which have not been sufficiently utilized.** 

In recent times there have been several interesting attempts to compare 
the Rural Code with the texts of the Byzantine papyri,** but on the basis of 
the mere resemblance in phraseology, very striking at times, no definite con- 
clusions should be made with regard to any borrowing. Such a resemblance, 
declared Mr. Ashburner, only proves what needs no proof: that lawyers of 
the same epoch use the same phrases.*® 

The Rural Code is of great interest from the point of view of Slavonic 
studies. An Old Russian translation of this code forms part of a compilation 
of the greatest value in contents and historical significance, bearing the title 
of The Lawbook by Means of Which All Orthodox Princes Have to Regulate 
All Affairs. The famous Russian canonist, A. S. Pavlov, produced a critical 
edition of this Russian version of the Rural Code. The latter is found also in 
the old Serbian juridical books. | 

In manuscripts of legal works the Sea Law_and the Military Law are fre- 
quently appended to the Ecloga or other legal documents. Both laws are un- 
dated ; but on the basis of certain deductions, which do not, however, finally 
solve the problem, they are referred by some scholars to the period of the 
Isaurian dynasty. 

The Maritime Law (voéuos vaurixds, leges navales), or, as it is sometimes 
called in manuscripts, the Rhodian Sea Law, is a statute regulating commercial 
navigation. Some scholars suppose that this law was extracted from the second 
chapter of the fourteenth book of the Digest, which contains an almost exact 
borrowing from Greek law of the so-called “Rhodian Law of Jettison,” lex 
Rhodta de jactu, dealing with the division of losses between the owner of 
the ship and the owners of the cargo in cases where part of the cargo had to 
be thrown overboard in order to save the vessel. At present the dependence 


** See the very interesting chapters on this 
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of the Rhodian Law on the Digest, as well as its connection with the Ecloga, 
which has been emphasized by Zacharia von Lingenthal, is not accepted by 
scholars.*? 

The form in which this law has come down to us was compiled from ma- 
terials of very different epochs and natures; most of it must have been derived 
from local customs. Ashburner said that Part III of the Sea Law was evidently 
intended to be a part of Book LIII of the Basilics,*® and inferred that a second 
edition of the Sea Law was made either by or under the direction of the men 
who compiled the Basilics. The texts which exist today represent in substance 
the second edition.*® 

In style the Maritime Law is of a rather official character, while in contents 
it differs greatly from the Digest of Justinian because it apparently reflects 
some influence of later times. Thus, for example, this law fixes the liability 
on the part of the shipowner, the lessee merchant, and the passengers for the 
ee ae ae In case of storm or piracy they were all 
expected to make good the losses. This provision was intended to serve as a 
sort of insUfance, and, together with other peculiar rulings, resulted from 
the fact that from the time of Heraclius in the seventh century maritime com- 
merce and navigation in general were greatly endangered by the sea raids 
of Arabian and Slavic pirates. Piracy became such a habitual phenomenon 
that the shipowners and merchants could continue their commercial enter- 
prises only by assuming a common risk. 

The time of the compilation of the Sea Law can be determined only ap- 
proximately. It was probably put together unofficially between 600 and 800 
A.D. In any case, there is no reason for attributing a common origin to the 
three books, the Sea Law, the Rural Code, and the Soldier’s Law.” 

In spite of the return of the Macedonian dynasty to the standards of the 
Justinian law, the Sea Law persisted in actual practice and influenced some 
of the Byzantine jurists of the tenth, eleventh, and twelfth centuries. This 
survival indicates that Byzantine trade navigation did not recover after the 
seventh and eighth centuries. The Italians, who later monopolized the trade 
of the Mediterranean Sea, had their own sea statutes. With the decline of 
Byzantine sea commerce the Maritime Law became obsolete, so that there 
are no references to it in the juridical documents of the thirteenth and four- 
teenth centuries.** 


The Military-kaw-or Soldier’s Law (vopos orparuntixds, leges militares) 
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is an extract from the Greek paraphrases of Justinian’s Digest and Code, the 
Ecloga, and several other sources which were added to the law in later times. 
It consists mainly of an Pra nye oe ne egy 6 Sage Ol in mili- 
tary service for such offenses as mutiny, disobedience, flight, adultery. The 
ieee a ee scholars that it 
belongs to the time of the Isaurian dynasty” were correct, it would give an 
excellent indication of the strictness of the military discipline introduced by 
Leo III. But unfortunately the scanty information does not support a positive 
statement that the law belongs to this period. In fact, all that has been said 
on the Rural Code, the Sea Law, and the Military Law must be summed up 
by stating that not one of these three small codes can be regarded with cer- 
tainty as the work of the Isaurian emperors. 

The themes.—The majority of scholars, beginning with Finlay, refer the 
reorganization and completion of the provincial theme system which origi- 
nated in the seventh century, to the eighth century, sometimes to the time of 
Leo III in particular. Finlay wrote: “A new geographical arrangement into 
themes . . . was reorganized by Leo and endured as long as the Byzantine 
government.”** Gelzer was particularly categorical in this regard. “Leo defi- 
nitely removed the civil officials and transferred the civil power in the prov- 
inces into the hands of military representatives.”"*> Th. I. Uspensky wrote: 
“Only in the time of Leo the Isaurian does an abrupt turn take place in the 
direction of strengthening the power of the theme strategus at the expense of 
the civil administration of the province.”°* But the fact still remains that no 
information exists on Leo’s achievements in the field of provincial organiza- 
tion. There exists a list of themes with some references to their organization, 
which belongs to the Arabian geographer of the first half of the ninth century, 
Ibn-Khurdadhbah (Ibn-Khordadhbeh).°* Upon comparing his data with the 


data on the themes of the seventh century, scholars have reached some con- 
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clusions with regard to certain changes in the eighth century in the time of 
the Isaurian dynasty. It appears that in Asia Minor, in addition to the three 
themes of the seventh century, two new themes were created in the eighth 
century, probably in the time of Leo III;_(1) the Thracesian theme in the 
western part of Asia Minor, forméd from the western districts of the vast 
theme of the Anatolics and named after the European garrisons from Thrace 
stationed there, and (2) the theme rans in the eastern part 
of the vast Opsician theme (Opsikion), which derived its name from the 
Bucellarians, i.e.. some Roman and foreign troops employed by the Empire 
or by private individuals. Constantine Porphyrogenitus said that the Bucellar- 
ians followed the army, supplying it with provisions.°® Thus toward the be- 
ginning of the ninth century Asia Minor had five themes, to which the 
sources pertaining to this period refer as the “five eastern themes” (for in- 
stance, under the year 803).°® On European territory there were apparently 
only four provinces by the end of the eighth century: Thrace, Macedonia, 
Hellas, and Sicily. But if the question of the number of themes in Asia Minor 
in the early part of the ninth century may be considered settled, the problems 
of the complete removal of civil authorities and the transfer of their functions 
to the military governors still remain uncertain. The decisive role of Leo 
III in the theme organization cannot be proved; it is merely a hypothesis.°° 

The completion and extension of the system of themes under the Isaurian 
dynasty was indissolubly connected-svith the external and internal dangers 
which threatened the Empire. The formation of the new themes by dividing 
the immense territories of the earlier themes was dictated by political con- 
siderations. By his own experience Leo Knew very well how dangerous it 
was to leave too large-a-territory_in the hands of an all-powerful military 
governor, who could revolt and lay claim to the o the imperial title. Thus the 
external danger required the strengthening of the centralized military power, 
especially in the provinces menaced by the enemies of the Empire—the Arabs, 
Slavs, and Bulgarians; and on the other hand, the internal danger from the 
too-powerful military governors (strateg:), whose loose dependence on the 
central power often resembles vassal relations, made it imperative to reduce 
the extensive stretches of territory under their rule. 

Desiring to increase and regulate the financial income of the Empire, in- 
dispensable for his varied undertakings; Leo III raised the poll tax in Sicily 
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and Calabria by one-third of its original amount; in order to carry out this 
measure effectively he ordered that a record be kept of the birth of all male 
children. The chronicler, who is hostile to the iconoclasts, compared this 
order with the treatment accorded by the Egyptian Pharaoh to the Jews.** 
Near the end of his reign Leo III levied upon all the subjects of the Empire 
a tax for the repair of the walls of Constantinople which had been destroyed 
by frequent and violent earthquakes. That this task was completed in his 
time is evidenced by the fact that many inscriptions on the towers of the inner 
walls of Constantinople bear the names of Leo and his son and coemperor, 
Constantine.” 


Religious controversies and the first period of Iconoclasm 


The history of the Iconoclastic®** movement falls into two periods. The 
first lasted from_726 to 780 and ended officially with the Seventh Ecumenical 
Council; the second Iasted from 813 to 843 and ended in the so-called “restora- 
tion of orthodoxy.” 

The studyof the iconoclastic epoch affords great difficulties because of the 
present condition of sources. All the works of the iconoclasts, the imperial 
decrees, the acts of the iconoclastic councils of the year 753-54 and 815, the 
theological treatises of the iconbreakers, etc., were destroyed by the triumphant 
image-worshipers. Some survivals of iconoclastic literature are known to us 
only by fragments introduced into the works of the image-worshipers for the 
purpose of refuting them. Thus, the decree of_the iconoclastic council of 
753-54 has been preserved 1 in the acts of the Seventh Ecumenical Council, 


though perhaps not in its complete original form. The decree of the council 
of 815-has been discovered in one of the treatises of Patriarch Nicephorus, 


while numerous fragments of iconoclastic literature are found in the polemic 
and theological treatises of the antagonists of the movement. Particularly in- 
teresting in this respect are the three famous Treatises Against Those Who 
Depreciate the Holy Images of the renowned theologian and hymn-writer, 
John Damascene (of Damascus), a contemporary of the first two iconoclastic 
emperors. In order to disseminate their ideas, the iconoclasts sometimes re- 
sorted to the writing of spurious works. The surviving sources on iconoclasm, 


then, are biased by hostility to the movement; hence in later times scholars 


have differed greatly in their estimate of the iconoclastic period. 


Scholars have turned their attention first of all to the qtestion-of the causes 


for the movement against images, which lasted with some intervals for over 
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~ ligious causes, while others have believed that the causes were chiefly political. | 
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one hundred years with very serious consequences to the Empire. Some stu- 
dents of this period have seen in the policy of the iconoclastic emperors re- 


It was thought that Leo III determined to destroy images because he hoped 


ee ee 


_- very thorough study of the iconoclastic period has been made by the well- 


known Greek historian, Paparrigopoulo, whose biased views with regard to 
the Ecloga have been pointed out. According to him it is incorrect to apply 
the term “iconoclastic” to this epoch because it does not fully define the period. 
His belief is that parallel with the religious reform which cgndemned images, 
prohibited a and yet left the basic 
dogmas of the Christian faith intact, there was also a social and political re- 
form. It was the intention of theiconoclastic empererstertelee-public education 
out of the hands of the clergy. These rulers acted, not from personal or dynastic 
whims, but on the basis of mature.and extended deliberations, with a clear 
understanding of the needs of society and the demands of public opinion. 
They were supported by the most -entightened element of society, by the 
majority of the ugh rey and by the army. The final failure of the icono- 
clastic reforms should be attributed to the fact that there were still many 
people devotedly attached to the old faith, and hence-extremely antagonistic 
to the new reforms. This group included chiefly the common people, women, 
and the enormous number of monks. Leo III was apparently unable to edu- 
cate the people in the new spirit.** Such, in brief, are the views of Paparrigo- 
poulo with regard to this epoch; but there is no doubt that he exaggerated 
when he regarded the reform activities of the emperors of the eighth century 
as a remarkable attempt at a social, political, and religious revolution. Sull, 
he was the first scholar to point out the complexity and importance of the 
iconoclastic period, thus inducing others to pay closer attention to it. There 


_were some who believed that the iconoclastic policy of the emperors was 
_ prompted by both religious and political considerations, with a decided pre- 
‘ dominance of the latter; they maintained that Led III, desirous of being the 


sole autocratic ruler in all aspects of life, hoped, by prohibiting the worship 
of images, to liberate the peopte from the strong inHuence of the church, 
which used image-worship as one of its strongest tools in securing the al- 
legiance of the laity. Leo’s final ideal was to-attain unlimited power over a re- 
ligiously united people. The religious life of the Empire was to be regulated 
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by the iconoclastic policy of the emperors, which was intended to aid these 
rulers in the realization of their political ideals “surrounded by the halo of 
reformatory zeal.”** In more recent times some scholars (the Frenchman 
Lombard, for instance) began to view iconoclasm as a purely religious reform 
which aimed to arrest “the progress of the revival of paganism” in the form 
of excessive image-worship, and “restore Christianity to its original purity.” 
Lombard believed that this religious reform‘ developed parallel with the 
political changes, but had a history of its own.°° The French Byzantine 
scholar, Bréhier, called particular attention to the fact that iconoclasm in- 
volves two distinctly different questions: (1) the habitually discussed question 
of image-worship itself, and (2) the proble ious art, 
i.¢., the question as to whether or not it was permissible to resort to art as a 
means of depicting al world, and of representing the Saints, 
the Holy Virgin, and Jesus Christ. In other words, Bréhier brought to the 
fore the question of the influence of icanoclasm upon Byzantine art.® Finally, 
C. N. Uspensky shifted the emphasis from iconoclasm to the policy of the 


government against the rise and growth of monasterial landownership. He 
wrote: 


Leo’s administrative measures were basically and essentially directed from the 
very beginning against the monasteries, which toward the eighth century came 
to occupy a very unnatural position in the empire. In its fundamental aims the 
policy of Leo III was not based upon any religious considerations, but the perse- 
cuted monastic groups, the defenders of monastic feudalism, found it to their 
advantage to transfer the dispute to theological grounds in order to be able to 
claim that the activity of the emperors was atheistic and heretical, thus discredit- 
ing the movement and undermining the confidence of the masses in their em- 
peror. The true nature of the movement was thus skillfully disguised and can be 
rediscovered only with very great effort.®® 


In view of these varied opinions, it is evident that the iconoclastic movement 
was an extremely complex on; and unfortunately the condition of 


the sources still prevents its clarification.” 
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In the first place, all the iconaclastic emperors were of eastern origin: Leo 
III and his dynasty were Isaurians, or perhaps Syrians; the restorers of icono- 
clasm in the ninth century were Leo V, an Armenian, and Michael II and his 
son Theophilus, born in the Phrygian province of central Asia Minor. The 
restorers of image-worship were both women, Irene and Theodora, Irene 
of Greek descent and Theodora from Paphlagonia in Asia Minor, a province 
on the coast of the Black Sea bordering Bithynia and at no great distance from 
the capital. Neither of them, that is, came from the central parts of the penin- 
sula. The place of origin of the iconoclastic rulers cannot be viewed as acci- 
dental. The fact of their eastern birth may aid in reaching a clearer under- 
standing of both their part in the movement and the meaning of the move- 
ment itself. 

The opposition to image-worship in the eighth and ninth centuries was 
not an entirely new and unexpected” movement. It had already gone through 
a long period of evolution. Christian art in representing the human figure 
in mosaics, fresco, sculpture, or carving had for a long time unsettled the 
minds of many deeply religious people by its resemblance to the practices of 
forsaken paganism. At the very beginning of the fourth century the Council 

~ of Elvira (ir Spain) had ruled “that there must be no pictures (picturas) in 
the church, that the walls should have no images of that which is revered 
and worshipped” (ne quod colitur et adoratur in parietibus depingatur)."° 

In the fourth century, when Christianity received legal sanction and later 
became the state religion, the churches were beginning to be embellished with 
images. In the fourth and fifth centuries image-worship rose and developed 
in the Christian church. Confusion with regard to this practice persisted. The 
church historian of the fourth century, Eusebius of Caesarea, referred to the 
worship of images of Jesus Christ and the apostles Peter and Paul as “a habit 
of the Gentiles.””* Also in the fourth century Epiphanius of Cyprus related 
in a letter that he had torn in pieces a church curtain (velum) with the image 
of Jesus Christ or one of the saints, because it “defiled the church.””? In the 
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fifth century a Syrian bishop, before he was ordained to his high post, de- 
nounced icons. In the sixth century a serious upheaval in Antioch was directed 
against the worship of pictures, and in Edessa the rioting soldiers flung stones 
at the miraculous image of Christ. There were instances of attacks upon 
images and of the destruction of some icons in the seventh century. In western 
Europe the bishop of Massilia (Marseilles) at the end of the sixth century 
ordered that all icons be removed from the churches and destroyed. Pope 
Gregory I the Great wrote to him praising him for his zeal in advocating 
that nothing created by human hands shoul an object of adoration 
(nequid manufactum adorari poset), but at the same time reprimanding him 
for the destruction of the images since thereby he had_taken away all chance 
for historical education from people.who are ignorant of letters but “could 
at least read bylogking at the walls what they cannot read in books.”’* In 
another letter to the same bishop the pope wrote: “In that thou forbadest them 
to be adored, we altogether praise thee; but we blame thee for having broken 


them. .. . Toadorea picture is one thing (picturam adorare), but to learn . 


through ihe story of the picture what is to he adoredyis another. "74 In the 


opinion of Gregory the Great and magy others, then, images served as a 
means of popular education. 


The igonoclastic tendencies of the eastern provinces were somewhat influ- 
enced by the Jews, whose faith forbade image-worship, and who at times 
attacked any form of such worship with great violence. A similar influence 
began to be exerted from the second half of the seventh century by the Mus- 
lims, who, guided by the words of the Koran, “Images are an abomination 
of the work of Satan” (V. 92), viewed icon-worship as a form-ofdelatry. It 
is frequently stated by historians that the Arabian caliph Yazid II issued a 
decree in his state three years before Leo’s edict by which he prescribed the 
destruction of images in the churches of his Christian subjects; the authenticity 
of this story, without much basis for the doubt, is sometimes questioned.”* In 
any event, Muhammedan influence upon the eastern provinces should be taken 
into consideration in any study of the anti-image movement. One chroni- 
cler refers to Emperor Leo as “the Saracen-minded” (capaxnvddpar),'® 
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although in reality there is very little basis for claiming that he was directly 
influenced by Islam. Finally, one of the widely known Eastern medieval sects, 
the Paulicians, who lived in the east-central part of Asia Minor, was also 
strongly opposed to image-worship. Briefly, in the eastern Byzantine provinces 
of Asia Minor there had grown up by the time of Leo III a strong iconoclastic 
movement. One of the Russian church historians, A. P. Lebedev, wrote: “It 
may be positively asserted that the number of iconoclasts before the icono- 
clastic period [in the eighth century] was large, and that they were a force 
of which the church itself had ample reason to be afraid.”"7 One of the main 
centers of the iconoclastic movement was Phrygia, one of the central provinces 
in Asia Minor. 

Meanwhile image-worship had spread very widely and grown very strong. 
Images of Jesus Christ, the Holy Virgin, a and various saints, as well as pictures 


of scenes from the d New Testaments, were used in profusion for 
decorating pol robes elite placed in various churches of this 
period were either mosaics, frescoes, or carvings in ivory, wood, or bronze— 
in other words, they were both painted images and statue images, while many 
small pictures were reproduced in illuminated manuscripts (miniatures). 
Particularly great was the reverence for the so-called “icons not made by 
human hands,” which, in the belief of the faithful, were supposed to possess 
miraculous powers. Images found their way into family life, for icons were 
sometimes chosen as godfathers for children, and embroidered images of 
saints decorated the parade dress of the Byzantine aristocracy. The toga of 
one of the senators bore embroidered pictures representing the history of the 
entire life of Jesus Christ. 

The image-worshipers sometimes took the adoration of pictures too literally, 
adoring not the person or-the idea represented by the image, but the image 
itself or the materia] of which it was made. This fact was a great temptation 
for many of the faithful, to whom this s adoration of inanimate objects appealed 
because of its-kinship with | pagan 1 practices. “In the capital,” according to 
N. P. Kondakov, “there was at the same time a characteristic increase in the 
number of monasteries, monastic communes, and convents of all kinds which 
multiplied very rapidly and reached incredible proportions by the end of the 
eighth century (perhaps, more correctly, toward the eighth century).”*° In 
the opinion of I. D. Andreev, the number of Byzantine monks in the icono- 
clastic period may be estimated without any exaggeration at 100,000. “Re- 
membering,” said this scholar, “that in Russia of today [this is written in 
1907], with its 120,000,000 population spread over a vast territory, there are 
only about 40,000 monks and nuns, it is easy to imagine how dense must have 


77 Ecumenical Councils of the Sixth, Sev- 142. 
enth, and Eighth Centuries (3rd ed., 1904), 78 Iconography of the Holy Virgin, MI, 3. 


2$7 


been the net of monasteries covering the comparatively small territory of the 
Byzantine Empire.””® 

And while, on the one hand, the worship of ordinary and miraculous icons 
and relics confused many people who had grown up under the prevailing 
influences of the period, the excessive development of monachism and the 
rapid growth of monasteries, on the other hand, clashed with the secular 
interests of the Byzantine state. In view-of-the_fact that large numbers of 
healthy young men embraced the-spiritualtife-the Empire was losing neces- 
sary forces from its army;agrieuiture-amd-mdustry. Monachism and the mon- 
asteries frequently served _as a refuge for those who wished to escape govern- 
mental duties; hence many of the monks were not men who had been 
prompted to retire from _worldly affairs by a sincere desire to follow higher 
ideals. Two aspects in the ecclesjastical life of the eighth century should be 
distinguished—the-reltgrous-and the secular. 

The iconoclastic emperors, born in the East, were well acquainted with the 
religious views prevalent in the eastern provinces; they grew up with these 
views and were closely identified with them. Upon ascending the Byzantine 
throne they brought their views to the capital and made them the basis of 
their church policy. These emperors were neither infidels nor rationalists, as 
used to be maintained. On the contrary, they were men of a sincere and con- 


vinced faith, and desired to purge religion of those errors which permeated 


it and diverted it from its true original course.*° From their point of view, 
Pe ae ee of paganism 
which had to be abolished at all costs in order to restore the Christian faith 
to its original pure form. “I am emperor and priest,” wrote Leo III to Pope 
Gregory II.°! With this claim as a point of departure, Leo III considered it 


his legal rightta make his own religious views compulsory for all his subjects. 
This attitude cannot be viewed as an innovation. It was the seep ere 
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papistic view of the Byzantine emperors particularly prevalent in the time of 
Justinian the Great, who had also considered himself the sole authority in 
spiritual as well as in temporal matters. Leo III, too, was a convinced repre- 
sentative of the idea of Caesaropapism. 

The first nine years of Leo’s reign, devoted to repelling external enemies 
and to establishing the security of the throne, were not marked by any 
measures with regard to images. The ecclesiastical activity of the Emperor 
during this period was expressed only in his demand that the Jews and the 
eastern sect of Montanists be baptized. 

Only in the tenth year of his rule, i.e., in the year 726, did the Emperor, 
according to the chronicler Theophanes, “begin to speak of the destruction 
of the holy and all-honoured icons.”** The majority of contemporary scholars 
believe that the first edict against romulgated in 726 or perhaps 
725. Unfortunately the Fit ed SPE NB any “OE after the procla- 
mation of the edict Leo ordered the destruction of the venerated statue of 
Christ situated above one of the doors of the Chalke, as the magnificent en- 
trance to the imperial palace was called. The destruction of this icon caused 
a riot, in which the main participants were women. The imperial officer dele- 
gated to destroy the image was killed, but his murder was avenged by the 
Emperor’s severe punishment of the defenders of the statue. These victims 
were the first martyrs of icon worship. 

Leo’s hostility toward image worship aroused very strong opposition. The 
patriarch of Constantinople, Gernianus, and Gregory II, the pope of Rome, 
were strongly opposed to the policy of the Emperor. In Greece and on the 
islands of the Aegean Sea a revolt broke out in defense of images. Although 
this was quickly suppressed by Leo’s army, this strong reaction on the part of 
the population made it impossible for him to undertake further decisive 
measures. 

Finally, in the year 730, the Emperor convoked a sort of council where 
another edict against sacred images was promulgated. It is highly probable 
that this council did not produce 4 new edict, but merely restored the decree 
of the year 725 or 726.°* Germanus, who refused to sign this decree, was 
deposed and forced to retire to his estate, where he spent the last years of his 
life peacefully. The patriarchal chair was filled by Anastasius, who willingly 
signed the edict. Thus, the decree against images was now issuéd not only on 
behalf of the Emperor, but also in the name of the church, since it was 
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sanctioned by the signature of the patriarch. This authority was of great value 
to Leo. 

Concerning the period which followed the proclamation of this edict, 
namely, the last eleven years of Leo’s reign, sources are silent with regard to 
the persecution of images. Apparently there were no instances of ill treatment. 
In any event, systematic persecution of images in the reign of Leo III is out 
of the question. At most, there were only a few isolated instances of open 
image destruction. According to one scholar, “In the time of Leo III there 
was rather a preparation to persecute images and their worshipers than actual 
persecution.””®° 

The assertion that the image-breaking movement of the eighth century 
began, not by the destruction of images, but-by-tanging’ them higher up, so 
as to remove them from the adoration of the faithful, must be disregarded, 
for the majority of images in Byzantine churches were painted frescoes or 
mosaics which could not be removed or transferred from the church walls. 

Leo’s hostile policy against images has found some reflection in the three 
famous treatises “Against Those Who Depreciate the Icons,” by John Dama- 
scene, who lived in the time of the first iconoclastic emperor within the 
boundaries of the Arabian caliphate. Two of these treatises were written, in 
all likelihood, in the time of Leo. The date 7 the third one cannot be deter- 
mined with any degree of accuracy. 

Pope Gregory II, who opposed Leo’s sulle of image-breaking, was suc- 
ceeded by Pope Gregory III, who convoked a council in Rome and excluded 
the iconoclasts from the church. Following this step, middle Italy detached 
itself fromthe Byzantine Empire and became completely controlled by papal 
and western European interests. Southern Italy still remained under Byzantine 
sway. 

Quite different was the picture in the reign of Constantine V Copronymus 
(741-75), the successor of Leo III. Educated by his father, Constantine fol- 
lowed a very determined iconoclastic policy and in the last years of his reign, 
initiated the persecution ofmoanasteries and monks. No other iconoclastic 
ruler has been subjected to so much slander in the writings of the iconodules 
as this “many-headed dragon,” “cruel persecutor of the monastic order,” this 
“Ahab and Herod.” It is very difficult, therefore, to form an unprejudiced 
opinion of Constantine. It is with some exaggeration that E. Stein called him 
the boldest and freest thinker of all eastern Roman history.*® 

The Council o and its aftermath—At the time of Constantine’s acces- 
sion the European provinces were still devoted to icon worship, while those 
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of Asia Minor had among their population a large number of iconoclasts. 
Constantine spent the first two years of his reign in constant struggle with 
his brother-in-law rAttavaseus, who was leading, a rebellion in defense of 
images. Artavasdus succeeded 1n forcing Constantine to leave the capital, 
and was proclaimed emperor. During his year of rule over the Empire he 
restored inaage worship. Constantine succeeded, however, in deposing Arta- 
vasdus and hevectatmed the throne and severely punished the instigators 
of the revolt. Yet the attempt of Artavasdus demonstrated to Constantine that 
icon worship might be restored without great difficulties, and it forced him to 
take more decisive steps to o strengthen the validity of iconoclastic views in the 
conscience of the masses. 

With this aim in view Constantine decided to convoke a council which 
would work out the foundations of an iconaclastic policy, sanction its validity, 
and thus create among the people the conviction that the Emperor’s measures 
were just. Thic Couey atencet-by-morethan three hundred bishops, con- 
vened in the palace of Hieria on the Asiatic shore of the Bosphorus facing 
Constantinople. It gathered in the year 754.°° The members of the council 
did not include any patriarchs, for the see of Constantinople was vacant at 
that time, while Antioch, Jerusalem, and Alexandria refused to participate, 
and the papal legates also failed to appear at the sessions. In later times these 
facts were used as a sufficient basis by opponents of this council for claiming 
that its decisions were invalid. Several months after the opening of the sessions 
the council was transferred to Constantinople, where the election of a new 
patriarch had meanwhile taken place. 

The decree of the council_of 754, which has been ee in the acts 
of the Seventh Ecumenical Council (perhaps in parts and in a somewhat 
modified form), definitely condemned image worship by proclaiming the 


following: 
a 


Supported by the Holy Scriptures and the Fathers, we declare unanimously in 
the name of the Holy Trinity, that there shall be oe and cursed 
out of the Christian Church every likeness which is made out of any material 
whatever by the-evs} “art of painters. Whoever in the future dares to make such a 
thing or to venerate jt,-or set. it up in a-church grin a-prtrvate house, or possesses 
it in secret, shall,.if bishop, priest or deacon, be deposed, if mork or layman, 


anathematised and become liable to be tried by the secular Taws as an adversary of 
God and an enemy of the doctrines handed down by the Fathers. 


Besides the general significance of this proclametien-fer image-worship, this 
decree is notable also for prescribing that persons gutity of icon worship should 
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be tried by imperial laws, thus placing the iconodules under the jurisdiction 
of temporal power. This fact was later used by the members of the Seventh 
Ecumenical Council as an explanation of the extraordinary harshness mani- 
fested by some emperors with regard to the church and to the monks. Anath- 
ema was proclaimed for any person who “ventures to represent the divine 
image of the Logos after the incarnation with material colours . . . and the 
forms of the saints in lifeless pictures with material colours which are of no 
value, for this notion is erroneous and introduced by the devil.” The decree 
ends with the following: “To New Constantine and the most pious, many 
years! . . . Tothe most pious and orthodox [empress] many years! . . . You 
have established the dogmas of the Holy Six Ecumenical Councils. You have 
destroyed all idolatry.” . . . Anathema was proclaimed against the Patriarch 
Germanus, the “worshiper of wood,” and Mansur, i.e., John Damascene, “in- 
clined to Muhammedanism, the enemy of the Empire, the teacher of impiety, 
the perverter of the Scriptures.”** 

The unanimous decree of the council made a very strong impression upon 
the people. “Many who had been troubled by a vague impression of the error 
of the iconoclasts,” said Professor Andreev, “could now grow calm; many 
who had formerly wavered between the two movements could now, on the 
basis of the convincing argument of the council decisions, form decisive icono- 
clastic views.”*° The mass of the people were required to give oath that they 
would forsake the worship of images. 

The destruction of images, after the council, became ruthlessly severe. 
Images were broken, burned, painted over, and d exposed to many insults. Par- 
ticularly violent was the persecution of the cultus of the Blessed Virgin.” 
Many image-worshipers were executed, tortured, or imprisoned, and lost 
their property. Many were banished from the country and exiled to distant 
provinces. Pictures of trees, birds, animals, or scenes of hunting and racing 
replaced the sacred images in the churches. According to the Life of Stephen 
the Younger, the church of the Holy Virgin at Blachernae in Constantinople, 
deprived of its former magnificence and covered with new paintings, was 
transformed into a “fruit store and aviary.”®* In this destruction of painted 
icons (mosaics and frescoes) and statues many valuable monuments of art 
have perished. The number of illuminated manuscripts destroyed was also 
very large. 
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The destruction of images was accompanied _also by the destruction of 
__ relics, Time has preserved a satire of the iconoclastic period on the excessive 
adoration of relics in which the author speaks of ten hands of the martyr 
Procopius, of fifteen jaws of Theodore, of four heads of George, etc.°” 
Constantine V displayed extreme intolerance toward the monasteries and 
initiated a crusade against the monks, those “idolaters and lovers of dark- 
ness.’** His struggle with monachism was so intense that some scholars find 
~ the question of a more accurate definition of the reforms of this period some- 
what debatable, claiming that it is dificult to determine whether it was a 
struggle against images or a fight iF a monks; C. N. Uspensky 
stated definitely that “historians and theologians have purposely distorted the 
reality of facts by advancing the ‘iconomachia,’ rather than the ‘monacho- 
machia,’ of the period.”** The persecutions of monks expressed itself in many 
severe measures. They were forced to put on secular dress, and some were 
compelled to marry by force or threats. In one instance they were forced to 
march in file through the hippodrome, each holding a woman by the hand, 
amid the sneers and insults of the crowd of spectators. The chronicler Theoph- 
anes relates that a governor in Asia Minor assembled the monks and nuns 
of his province at Ephesus and said to them, “Let each who wishes to obey the 
Emperor and us put on the white dress and take a wife immediately; those 
who do not do so shall be blinded and exiled to Cyprus,” and he was congratu- 
lated by Constantine V, who wrote: “I have found in you a man after my own 
heart who carries out all my wishes.”®* Cyprus apparently was one of the 
emperor’s places of exile for recalcitrant monks. It is recorded that five monks 
managed to escape from there, reached the territory of the caliphate, and 
were brought to Bagdad.°® Monasteries were taken away from the monks 
and transformed into barracks and arsenals. Monasterial estates were con- 
fiscated. Laymen were forbidden to take refuge in the cowl. All these regula- 
tions led to a wide migration of monks to districts unaffected by the Emperor's 
iconoclastic persecutions. According to some scholars, in the time of Leo 
and Constantine Italy alone received about 50,000 of these refugees.°’ This 
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event was of enormous significance for the fate of medieval southern Italy, for 
it upheld there the predominance of the Greek nationality and the Orthodox 
church. But even southern Italy was apparently not altogether free from icono- 
clastic troubles. At least there is a very interesting indication that in the ninth 
century A.D. St. Gregory the Decapolite fell into the hands of an iconoclastic 
bishop of the south-Italian city of Hydrus (now Otranto).°* Many monks 
migrated also to the northern shores of the Euxine (the Black Sea), and to 
the coast of Syria and Palestine. Among the martyrs who suffered under Con- 
stantine V, Stephen the Younger is particularly famous. 

During the reign of Leo IV the Khazar (775-80) the internal life of the 
Empire was calmer than under his father Constantine V. Although Leo, too, 


was an adherent oficonaclasm, he felt no acute enmity towards the monks, 
who once more regained-a-certain-amount-of influence. In his brief reign he 


did not manifest himself as a fanatical iconoclast. It is very likely that he was 
influenced to some extent by his young wife, Irene, an Athenian who was 
famous for her devotion to image-worship and to whom all image-worshipers 
of the empire turned hopeful faces. “His moderate attitude in the icon con- 
troversy,” Ostrogorsky explained, “was an appropriate transition from the 
tactics of Constantine V to the restoration of the holy images under the Em- 
press Irene.”®? With Leo’s death in 780 ended the first period of iconoclasm. 
Because his son, Constantine VI, was a minor, the rule of the Empire was 
entrusted to Irene, who was determined to restore image worship. 

In spite of her definite leanings toward image-worship, Irene did not under- 
take any decisive measuresin-the-direction of its official restoration during 
the first three years of her reign. This postponement was due to the fact that 
all the forces of the Empire had to be directed to the internal struggle with 
the pretender to the throne and to the external fi ght with the Slavs who lived 
in Greece. Furthermore, the restoration of icon-worship had to be approached 
with great caution, because the major part of the army was favorably inclined 
to iconoclasm, and the canons of the iconoclastic council of 754 declared by 
Constantine as imperial laws continued to exert a certain amount of influence 
upon many people in the Byzantine Empire. It is quite likely, however, that 
many members of the higher clergy accepted the decrees of the iconoclastic 
council by compulsion rather than by conviction; hence they constituted, 
according to Professor Andreev, “an element which yielded readily to the 
reformatory operations of the iconoclastic emperors, but which would not 
form any real opposition to the measures of an opposite tendency.” 

In the fourth year of Irene’s reign the see of Constantinople was given to 
Tarasius, who declared that it was necessary to convoke an ecumenical council 
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for the purpose of restoring image-worship. Pope Hadrian I was invited to 
attend and to send his legates. The council gathered in the year 786 in the 
Temple of the Holy Apostles. But the troops of the capital, hostile to icon- 
worship, rushed into the temple with drawn swords and forced the assembly 
to disperse. It seemed that the iconoclastic party had triumphed once more, 
__ but it was only for a brief” period. Iréne skillfully replaced the disobedient 
~ troops by new soldiers, more loyal to her ideals. 

In the following year (787) the council convened in the Bithynian city of 
Nicaea, where the First Ecumenical Council had been held. Seven meetings of 
the council, from which the Emperor and Empress were absent, took place in 
Nicaea. The eighth and last assembly was held in the imperial palace at Con- 
stantinople. The number of bishops who came to this council exceeded three 
~ hundred. This was the seventh and last ecumenical council in the history of 
the eastern church. 

Image-worship was restored by the decree of this council. The adoration 
of holy images was confirmed, and those who disagreed with the ruling of 
the council were anathematized. Excommunication was also proclaimed for 
those “who called the holy images idols and who asserted that the Christians 
resort to icons as if the latter were Gods, or that the Catholic church had 
ever accepted idols.” The bishops of the council acclaimed “a New Con- 
tantine and a New Helen.”?” It was ruled that relics had to be placed in all of 
the restored temples from which these necessary attributes of an orthodox 
church were absent. The transformation of monasteries into common dwell- 
ings was severely condemned, and orders were issued to restore all the mon- 
asteries abolished and secularized by the iconoclasts. The council devoted 
much of its attention to raising the morality of the clergy by condemning the 
buying of church offices for money (simony), etc. It also prohibited the exist- 
ence of mixed monasteries (for both sexes). 

The great importance of the Nicene Council does not lie only in the restora- 
tion of image-worship. This council created for the iconodules the organization 
which they had lacked in their early struggle with their opponents; it col- 
lected all theological arguments in favor of images, which could later be used 
by the iconodules in their - disputes with the iconoclasts. In brief, the council 
provided for the iconodule party a weapon which facilitated all future strug- 
gles with their antagonists when the second period of the iconoclastic move- 
ment set in. 

The so-called “iconoclastic” activities of the emperors of the eighth century 
were only one, and perhaps not the most important, aspect of that period. For 
most of the data on this period comes from the later one-sided literary tradition 
of the triumphant icon-worshiping party which destroyed practically all the 
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iconoclastic documents. But owing to some occasional and scattered informa- 
tien-which-has-survived one may conclude that the main energy of Leo III 
and Constantine V was directed toward the secularization of large mon- 
asterial landed property and the limitation of the enormous number of monks, 
that is to say, against the elements which, by escaping state control and by 
functioning with almost complete independence, were undermining the vital 
forces and unity of the Empire. 


The coronation of Charles the Great and the signi ficance of this event for the 
Byzantine Empire 

“The coronation of Charles is not only the centgal event of the Middle Ages; 
it is also one of those very few events of which, taking them singly, it may be 
said that if-they had not happened, the history of the world would have been 
different,”?°? At present this event is important primarily because it concerned 
the Byzantine Empire. 

In the concefffion of the medieval man the Roman Empire was a single 
empire, so that in previous centuries two or more emperors were viewed as 
two rulers governing one state. It is wrong to speak of the fall of the Western 
Roman Empire in the year 476. The idea of a gingle empire lay behind the 
militaristic policy of Justinian in the sixth century, and this idea was still alive 
in the year 800, when the famous imperial coronation of Charles the Great 
occurred in Rome. 

While theoretically the conception of a single empire still prevailed in the 
ideology of the Middle Ages, in actual reality this conception was obsolete. 
The eastern or Byzantine Graeco-Slavic world ofthe late eighth century and 
the western Romano-Germanic world of the same period were, in language, 
in ethnographical composition, and in cultural problems, two distinctly differ- 
ent, separate worlds. The idea of a single empire was out of date and is a 
historical anachronism from the modern point of view, though not in the 
opinion of the Middle Ages. 

Iconoclasm contributed its share toward preparing the event of 800. The 
papacy, which energetically protested against the iconoclastic measures of 
the Byzantine emperors and excommunicated the iconoclasts, turned to the 
West in the hope of finding friendship and defense in the Frankish kingdom 
among the rising major-domos (mayors of the palace), and later the kings 
of the Carolingian house. At the end of the eighth century the Frankish throne 
was occupied by the most famous representative of this house, Charles the 
Great or Charlemagne. Alcuin, a scholar and teacher at his court, wrote him 
a famous letter in June 799: 
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Hitherto there have been three exalted persons in the world. (The first is) the 
Apostolic sublimity who rules in his stead the see of the blessed Peter, the chief of 
the Apostles. .. . Another is the imperial dignitary and secular possessor of the 
second Rome; but the report of how wickedly the ruler of that empire was de- 
throned, not through aliens but through his own citizens,!°* spreads everywhere. 
The third is (the possessor of) the royal dignity which the will of our Lord Jesus 
Christ has bestowéd upon you as a ruler of the Christian people, more excellent 
in power than the other dignitaries, more famous in wisdom, more sublime in the 
dignity of the kingdom. You are the avenger of crimes, the guide of those who 
have gone astray, the consoler of those who are in distress; it is given to you to 
exalt the good.'% 


The mutual interests of the pope and the king of the Franks which 
eventually led to the coronation of the latter is a complex question, variously 
regarded in historical literature. The event itself is well known. On Christmas 
Day of the year 800, during the solemn service in the Church of St. Peter, 
Pope Leo III placed the imperial crown upon the head of the kneeling 
Charles. The people present in the church proclaimed “To Charles, the most 
pious Augustus crowned by God, to the Great and Peace-giving, many years 
and victory!” 

Scholars have expressed differing opinions on the significance of Charles’ 
acceptance of the imperial rank. Some have believed that the title of emperor 
gave him no new rights and that in reality he still remained, as before, only 
“a king of the Franks and Lombards, and a Roman patrician”;*°* that is, 
that in receiving the crown Charles assumed only a new name. Others have 
thought that through the coronation of Charles in the year 800 a new western 
empire was created which was entirely independent of the existence of the 
Eastern or Byzantine Empire. To regard the event of 800 in either of these 
ways would mean to introduce into this analysis the opinions of later times. 
At the end of the eighth century there was not, and could not be, any question 
of a “titulary” emperor, or of the formation of a separate western empire. The 
coronation of Charles must be analyzed from a contemporary point of view, 
i.e. as it was looked upon by the participants of the event, by Charles the Great 
and Leo III. 

Neither of these rulers intended to create a western empire which would 
counterbalance the Eastern Empire. Charles was undoubtedly convinced 
that upon recéiving the title of emperor in the year 800 he became the sole 
ruler and the continuator of the single Roman Empire. The event meant only 
that Rome had reclaimed from n Constantinople t the right of imperial election. 
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The mind of that time could not conceive of the simultaneous existence of 
two empires; in its very substance the Empire was single. “The imperial dogma 
of a sole empire rested upon the dogma of a sole God, since only in his 
capacity of God’s temporary deputy could the emperor exercise divine au- 
thority on earth.”’°* The prevailing conditions of this period facilitated the 
popular acceptance of this view of imperial power, and it was the only view 
possible at the time. 

Relations between Charles and the Byzantine Emperor had begun long 
before 800. In 781 a marriage had been arranged between Rotrud, Charles’ 
daughter, whom the Greeks called Eruthro, and Constantine, Emperor of 
Byzantium, at that time about twelve years old, whose mother Irene was 
the real ruler of the Empire.’°’ A western historian of the period, Paul the 
Deacon, wrote to Charles: “I rejoice that your beautiful daughter may go 
across the seas and receive the sceptre in order that the strength of the king- 
dom, through her, be directed to Asia.”?°° 

The fact that in the Byzantine Empire in the year 797 Irene dethroned the 
legal emperor, her son Constantine, and became the autocratic ruler of the 
Empire, was in sharp contradiction to the traditions of the Roman Empire, 
where no woman had ever ruled_with full imperial authority. From the point 
of view of Charles and Pope Leo, then, the imperial throne was vacant, and 
in accepting the imperial crown Charles ascended this vacant throne of the 
undivided Roman Empire and became the legal successor, not of Romulus 
Augustulus, but of Leo IV, Heraclius, Justinian, Theodosius, and Constantine 
the Great, the emperors of the eastern line. An interesting confirmation of 
this view is found in the fact that in westerp_annals referring to the year 800 
and to subsequent years, where events were recorded by the years of Byzantine 
emperors, the name of Chiarles follows immediately after the name of Con- 
stantine VI. et ea Pe : 

If such was the view of Charles with regard to his imperial rank, then what 
was the attitude of the Byzantine Empire to his coronation? The Eastern 
Empire, too, treated it in accordance with the prevailing views of the period. 
In upholding Irene’s rights to the throne, the Byzantine Empire looked upon 
the event of 800 as one of the many attempts of revolt against the legal ruler, 
and feared, not without reason, that the newly proclaimed emperor, follow- 
ing the example of other insurgents, might : decide to advance toward Con- 
stantinople in order to dethrone Irene and seize the imperial throne by force. 
In the eyes of the Byzantine government this event was only a revolt of some 
western provinces against the legal ruler of the empire.’ 
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Charles was of course fully aware of the precariousness of his position and 
of the fact that his coronation did nat-settle the question of his rule over the 
eastern part of the empire. The German historian P. Schramm, who called 
Charles’ coronation “an act of violence which infringed on the rights of the 
Basileus,” pointed out the fact that Charles did not name himself “Emperor 
of the Romans,” the ofhcial title of the Byzantine emperors, but “imperium 
Romanu s.”"*° Charles realized that after Irene the Byzantine 
Empire would elect another emperor, whose right to the imperial title would 
be recognized as ‘indisputable i in the East. Anticipating complications, Charles 
opened negotiations with Irene by proposing marriage to her, hoping “thus 
to unite the Eastern and Western provinces.”*** In other words, Charles 
understood that his title meant yery little unless recognized by the Byzantine 
Empire. Irene received the marriage proposal favorably, but shortly after 
she was dethroned and exiled (in the year 802) so that the project was never 
executed. 

After Irene’s fall the Byzantine sceptre came into the hands of Nicephorus, 
and between Charles and Nicephorus negotiations were carried on, probably 
in regard to the recognition.of Charles’ imperial title. But it was not until 
the year 812 that the legates of the Byzaptine Emperor Michael I Rangabé 


“ saluted Charles at Aix-la-Chapelle (Aachen) as emperor. This finally legalized 


the imperial election of the year 800. It is also perhaps from the year 812 
that as a counterpoise to the title yielded to Charlemagne, the title “Emperor 
of the Romans” (Bacurevs trav ‘Pwpaiwv) began to be used officially in 
Byzantium, designating the.legitimate sovereign of Constantinople, as the 
symbol of supreme power of the Byzantine emperors.'’* From the year 812 
onward there were two Roman _emperors, in spite of the fact that in theory 
there was still only one Roman Empire. “In-other words,” said Bury, “the 
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act of 812 a.p. revived, in theory, the position of the fifth century. Michael I 
and Charles, Leo V and Lewis the Pious, stood to one another as Arcadius 
to Honorius, as Valentinian III to Theodosius II; the zmperium Romanum 
stretched from the borders of Armenia to the shores of the Atlantic.”*?® It is 
self-evident that this unity of the Empire-was-purely. nominal and theoretical. 
Both empires led distinctly different lives. Furthermore, the very idea of 
unity was being forgotten in the West. 

The imperial rank obtained by_Charles for the West was not long lived. 
During the ensuing troubles, follawed by the disintegration of Charles’ 
monarchy, the nr 5S to casual halgers It disappeared completely in the 
first half of the tenth century, only to rise again in the second half, but this 
time in its unhistorical form of “The Holy Roman Empire of the German 
Nation.” 

Only after the year 800 is it possible to speak of an Eastern Roman Empire, 
and J. B. Bury did this by entitling the third volume of his History of the By- 
zantine Empire, which embraces events from 802 (the year of Irene’s fall) to 
the beginning of the Macedonian dynasty, A History of the Eastern Roman 
Empire, while the first two volumes of his work bear the title of A History of 
the Later Roman Empire. 


Summary of the activities of the Isaurian dynasty 


Historians place much value upon the services of the first rulers of the 
Isaurian line, particularly upon the achievements of Leo III, and justly so, 
for the latter, having ascended the throne after a highly troubled period of 
anarchy, showed himself to be an eminent general, a gifted administrator, 
and a wise legislator who understood the problems of his time. The religious 
policy of the iconoclasts stands quite apart from their other activities. In most 
of the historical writings Leo III is praised very highly. For instance, the 
Greeks recognize him “‘as one of the greatest rulers of the Eastern Empire, 
and one of the benefactors of humanity,”’** the Germans, “as one of the 
greatest men on the imperial throne,” who clearly understood the need for 
“radical reform at the head and in the members,’?*° “a man who was destined 
to restore the empire by means of iron and blood, a person of great military 
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genius.”?** An English scholar referred to Leo’s achievements as “the regenera- 
tion of the Roman Empire,”**’ while a French historian characterized the 
deeds of the Isaurian emperors as “one of the very greatest and most admirable 
efforts that has ever been made for raising the moral, material, and intellec- 
tual level of the people,” and compared the importance of their “sweeping 
attempt at organization with the measures undertaken by Charles the 
Great.”'?® In recent times Charles Diehl made the statement that “from the 
government of the Isaurian emperors a new principle of life sprung forth, 
which was to enrich the world forever.”**® In the somewhat casual estimates 
of Russian scholars, who, with the exception of the church historians, have 
not yet made any attempts at a detailed study of the general history of the 
Isaurian emperors, there is no excessive praise for these rulers. The three 
volumes of J. A. Kulakovsky deal only with events up to the epoch of the 
iconoclastic emperors. The first volume of Lectures in Byzantine History, by 
S. P. Shestakov, which covers this period, does not contain any estimate. A 
very interesting and fresh appraisal of the antimonasterial and antimonastic 
movement is found in the Ouélines of C. N. Uspensky. Finally, Th. I. Us- 
pensky remarked: “Leo the Isaurian is responsible for the rather rude manner 
with which the delicate problem of faith and worship of God was left by the 
government to the military and police authorities, who offended the religious 
feeling of the people and made of the local problem an event of state impor- 
tance.””*° 

While recognizing unusual energy and some administrative genius on the 
part of the first two iconoclastic emperors, and admitting that Leo III unques- 
tionably saved the Empire, one must, on the basis of all the available historical 
materials, abstain from excessive praise of the Isaurian dynasty. For their 
policy, no matter how sincere on their part, introduced great internal troubles 
into the life afthe Empire, which was seriously disturbed for more than a 
hundred years. Even in its first period in the eighth century the iconoclastic 
movement alienated Italy and brought about very strained relations with the 
pope, who excommunicated the iconoclasts and turned to the West for aid and 
protection. The resulting friendship with the Frankish rulers initiated a new 
and extremely significant period of medieval history. At the same time the 
foundation for the future final rupture between the churches was gradually 
being laid. During the Isaurian period the Byzantine Empire lost middle 
Italy, including the Ravenna exarchate, which was conquered in the middle 
of the eighth century by the Lombards and later handed over to the pope 
by Pippin the Short. 
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However, no complete history of the Isaurian dynasty has yet been written, 
and many significant problems of this period still remain unsolved. For ex- 
ample, the question of the reduction of the number of monks and monasteries 
and of the apparently frequent secularization of monasterial lands calls 
for investigation. A more thorough study of the social aspect of the icono- 
clastic policy of the Isaurian emperors is at present one of the essential problems — 
of Byzantine history. Careful research into this question may throw much new 
light upon the entire so-called “iconoclastic” epoch and disclose in it more 
profound meaning and still greater universal historical significance. 


SUCCESSORS OF THE ISAURIANS AND THE AMORIAN OR PHRYGIAN DYNASTY 


(820-67) 
The emperors from 802 to 867 and their origin 


The time from the beginning of the ninth century until the accession of the 
Macedonian dynasty in the year 867 has been viewed by historians as a transi- 
tional period from the epoch of the revival of the Empire under the Isaurian 
emperors to the brilliant time of the Macedonian emperors. But the most re- 
cent studies show that this period is not a mere epilogue and is much more 
than a prologue. It appears to have an importance of its own and signifies a 
new phase in Byzantine culture.*** 

The revolution of the year 802 deposed Irene and raised Nicephorus I 
(802-11) to the Byzantine throne. According to oriental sources, Nicephorus 
was of Arabian origin.’ One of his ancestors must have migrated into Pisidia, 
a province in Asia Minor, where Nicephorus was later born. The revolution 
of 802 was in its nature very rare in the annals of Byzantine history. An over- 
whelming majority of political uprisings in the Byzantine Empire were or- 
ganized and led by military generals, leaders of the army. The case of Niceph- 
orus was an exception to this general rule, for he was in no way connected 
with the army and held only the high post of minister of finance. This em- 
peror fell in battle with the Bulgarians in the year 811, and the throne passed, 
for a few months, to his son Stauracius, who had also been severely wounded 
in the Bulgarian campaign. Stauracius died in the same year (811), but even 
before his death he was deposed in favor of the curopalates Michael I, a mem- 
ber of the Greek family of Rangabé, married to Procopia, a sister of the un- 
fortunate Strauracius and a daughter of Nicephorus I. But Michael I also ruled 
only for a short period of time (811-13), for he was deposed, chiefly because 
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of his unsuccessful campaign against the Bulgarians, by the military com- 
mander Leo, an Armenian by birth, known in history as Leo V the Armenian 
(813-20). In the year 820 Leo V was killed and the throne passed to one of 
the commanders of the guards, Michael II (820-29), surnamed the “Stam- 
merer.” He came from the fortress of Amorion in Phrygia, a province of Asia 
Minor; hence his dynasty (820-67), represented by three rulers, is called the 
Amorian or Phrygian dynasty. He was a coarse and ignorant provincial who 
had spent his youth in Phrygia “among heretics, Hebrews, and half-hellenized 
Phrygians.”’** One late Syrian source asserts even that he was a Jew by 
birth.!24 When he died the throne passed this son, Theophilus (829-42), who 
was married to the famous restorer of orthodoxy, Theodora, from Paphlagonia 
in Asia Minor. The last member of this dynasty was their son, the corrupt 
and incapable Michael III (842-67), who has come cove through the ages 
with the despicable surname of “Drunkard.” 

No Byzantine emperor has been so badly wasiell both in Byzantine tra- 
dition and in later literature, as this Michael III “the Drunkard,” “a Byzantine 
Caligula.” His incredible frivolity, his persistent drunkenness, his horrible 
impiety and abominable scurrility have been many times described. Recently, 
however, H. Grégoire opened an especially vigorous campaign to restore 
Michael’s reputation. He pointed out many facts of Michael’s epoch, par- 
ticularly the energetic and successful fighting against the eastern Arabs, and 
he declared that this last sovereign of the Amorian dynasty possessed the 
temperament of a genius and truly inaugurated the triumphant phase of 
Byzantine history (843-1025).’?> One cannot go quite so far as Grégoire in 
characterizing Michael as a genius; indeed, since he was assassinated at the age 
of twenty-eight, perhaps he did not live long enough to show the extent of 
his powers. While he possessed some highly undesirable qualities, it should 
be asserted that he had energy and initiative, and in addition—and this 1s 
probably more important—he managed to choose and keep near him talented 
and able advisers and executives. Grégoire has justly emphasized the deep 
impression left in popular tradition and popular songs by Michael’s successful 
military activities against the eastern Arabs. His victory in the north over the 
Russians in 860-61 left an equally deep trace.’”® 

During the minority of Michael III his mother Theodora was the official 
ruler of the Empire for fourteen years; she entrusted all government affairs 
to her favorite, Theoctistus. When Michael came of age he ordered that 
Theoctistus be killed, compelled his mother to take holy orders, and assumed 
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the rule of the Empire. This drastic change was instigated and led chiefly by 
Bardas, uncle of the Emperor and brother of Theodora, who soon rose to 
the highest ranks of curopalates and Caesar, and became very influential in 
all government affairs. An Arab ambassador who had an audience with 
Michael has left an interesting picture of his complete indifference in state 
affairs. The ambassador wrote: “I did not hear a single word from his lips 
from the time of my arrival till my departure. The interpreter alone spoke, 
and the Emperor listened and expressed his assent or dissent by motions of 
his head. His uncle managed all his affairs.”’*” Highly gifted in many ways, 
Bardas successfully fought the enemiés of the Empire and showed a clear 
understanding of the interests of the church. He honestly strove to spread more 
light and education among his péople. But he, too, was treacherously killed 
through the intrigues of the new court favorite, Basil, the future founder of 
the Macedonian dynasty. After Bardas’ death Michael adopted Basil and 
crowned him with the imperial crown. Their joint rule lasted only a little 
over a year, for Basil, suspecting that Michael was plotting against him, per- 
suaded some friends to kill his benefactor after one of the court feasts. Basil 
then became the sole ruler of the Empire and the founder of the most famous 
dynasty in Byzantine history. 

\G Thus during the period from 802 until 867 the throne was occupied by two 
Arabs or Semites; by one Greek, Michael I, married to the daughter of 
Nicephorus I, an Arabian; by one Armenian; and finally, by three Phrygians, 
or one might almost say, half-Greeks. It was the first time in Byzantine history 
that the Byzantine throne had fallen into the hands of the Semitic race. It is 
evident that during this period eastern elements played a very important 
part in the rule of the Empire. 


External relations of the Byzantine Empire 


Arabs and Slavs and the insurrection of Thomas the Slavonian—tin the 
ninth century hostile relations between the Byzantine Empire and the Arabs 
were almost incessant. On the eastern land borderline these relations assumed 
the aspect of reiterated collisions which occurred with almost annual regu- 
larity and were accompanied by frequent exchanges of prisoners. On the 
Muhammedan side of the border a line of fortifications, intended as a defense 
against the attacks of the Byzantine army, was erected from Syria to the 
confines of Armenia. Similar fortified cities were to be found on the By- 
zantine side. All the fortifications formed a sort of Jimes in Asia Minor. Only 
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in very few instances did the collisions along the eastern border in the ninth 
century assume the aspect of serious campaigns deep into the country. Parallel 
with the gradual political decline and weakening of the caliphate in the 
ninth century, which came as a result of serious internal disturbances and the 
predominance of Persians, and later of Turks, the continuous attacks of the 
Muslims upon the Byzantine Empire from the East ceased to threaten, as they 
did in the seventh and eighth centuries, the very existence of the Empire. 
These attacks continued, however, to bring great harm to the border prov- 
inces by injuring the prosperity of the population, by reducing their taxpaying 
ability, and by killing many of the inhabitants. The first thirty years of the 
ninth century were crowned by the reigns of the famous caliphs, Harun-ar- 
Rashid (786-809) and Mamun (813-33), under whom Persian influence en- 
joyed almost exclusive predominance and forced Arabian nationality into 
the background. In their political ideas the caliphs of the ninth century, par- 
ticularly Mamun, resembled the Byzantine emperors in that they believed 
their authority to be unlimited in all phases of the life of their state. 

Although the Arabo-Byzantine collisions in the East, with very few excep- 
tions, did not result in any serious consequences for either side, the operations 
of the Muslim fleet in the Mediterranean Sea, which led to the occupation of 
Crete, the greater part of Sicily, and a number of important points in southern 
Italy, were of exceedingly great significance. 

One of the interesting situations in the Arabo-Byzantine relations of the 
first half of the ninth century was the participation of the Arabs in the insurrec- 
tion of Thomas during the reign of Michael II. This insurrection was or- 
ganized in Asia Minor, by Thomas, a Slav by birth, and assumed the propor- 
tions of a grave civil war, which lasted for a period of over two years. It was 
the central event of the time of Michael II and is of much interest from the 
political and religious, as well as the social, point of view. Politically it was 
significant because Thomas succeeded in gaining over to his side all of Asia 
Minor excepting the troops of two themes. Under his standards, according 
to some sources, were gathered various nationalities of Asia Minor and the 
borderlands of the Caucasus. Besides his own kinsmen, the Slavs, who had 
formed some immense colonies in Asia Minor after their mass migrations 
from the European continent, the army of Thomas included Persians, Ar- 
menians, Iberians, and members of several other Caucasian tribes.'*® Thomas 
stood at the head of such a powerful force that Caliph Mamun did not hesi- 
tate to form a close alliance with him to aid him in deposing Michael, for 
which the Arabs were promised certain Byzantine border territories. With 
the consent of, or at the instance of, Mamun, Thomas was crowned at Antioch 
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as basileus of the Romans by Job, the patriarch of the city, and the Byzantine 
Emperor had to face a very dangerous and formidable rival. The eastern 
Arabs were apparently greatly interested in the development of this insurgent 
movement. 

From the religious point of view the insurrection is very interesting because 
Thomas utilized the discontent of the large part of the population aroused by 
the renewed iconoclastic policy, and announced that he was an adherent of 
image-worship, claiming even to be Constantine, the son of Irene who had 
restored orthodoxy in an earlier period. This policy won over numerous sup- 
porters. 

Some social strife resulted from this movement. Thus, in Asia Minor the 
tax collectors sided with Thomas, and there was, according to one source, an 
uprising of “slaves against masters.”??° The lower classes rose against their 
oppressors, the landowners, in a desire to build a better and brighter future 
for themselves. According to the same source, the ensuing civil war, “like some 
bursting cataracts of the Nile, flooded the earth, not with water, but with 
blood.”**° 

Supported by the fleet in the Aegean Sea, Thomas directed his forces against 
Constantinople. On his way he easily overcame the resistance offered by 
Michael’s troops, and he besieged the capital both on land and on sea. When 
he arrived at the European shores the Slavs of Thrace and Macedonia joined 
his forces. The siege of Constantinople lasted a full year. Michael was very 
hard pressed, but he triumphed as a result of two events. On the one hand, 
he succeeded in defeating Thomas’ fleet; on the other, he was aided by the 
Bulgarians, who appeared unexpectedly in the north under the leadership 
of their king, Omurtag, and defeated the land forces of the insurgents. Thomas 
could not regain his former strength and was doomed to fail. He was forced 
to flee, and was later captured and executed; the remnants of his forces were 
easily destroyed. This complicated revolution, which lasted for more than 
two years, was completely extinguished in the year 823, and Michael could 
then feel fairly secure on his throne.*#* 

For the Byzantine Empire the outcome of this insurrection was of con- 
siderable importance. Its failure was also a failure to restore image-worship. 
The defeat of Thomas meant also the defeat of Caliph Mamun in his offensive 
projects against the Byzantine Empire. Furthermore, this uprising in all 
probability created very serious social changes in Asia Minor. In the sixth 
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century under Justinian the Great the system of large landed estates cultivated 
by peasants in a servile condition flourished widely in the Empire. In sources 
of subsequent centuries there are some references to small holdings and small 
peasant landowners. In the tenth century, however, the predominance of large 
landownership reappeared once more, particularly in Asia Minor. This may 
have been a result of Thomas’ uprising, which undoubtedly caused the ruin of 
a large number of small landowners who were unable to meet the heavy 
government taxes and were thus forced to transfer their property to their 
wealthy neighbors. Whatever the cause, the reappearance of large estates in 
the tenth century began to threaten even the power of the Emperor. This was 
particularly true in Asia Minor.**? 

Until the end of the thirties of the ninth century the Byzantine clashes with 
the Arabs had no serious consequences. At this time the caliphate was under- 
going great internal disturbances, which were furthered at times through the 
skillful interference of the Byzantine government. The son of Michael II, 
Theophilus, was defeated in Asia Minor in 830, but in the following year 
(831) gained a victory in Cilicia over an Arab army of frontier troops and 
for his success received a brilliant triumph in Constantinople.*** The ensuing 
years were not very successful for Theophilus. An Arab historian even says that 
Mamun looked forward to the entire subjugation of the Empire.’** Theoph- 
ilus sent Mamun an envoy bearing proposals of peace. But in 833 Mamun 
died and was succeeded by his brother Mutasim. During the first years of his 
rule there was a suspension of hostilities. In 837 Theophilus reopened an 
offensive which was extremely successful. He captured and burned the 
fortress of Zapetra and invaded some other places. He received for this success 
a triumph which was a repetition of the pageants and ceremonial which had 
attended his return six years before.*** In 838, however, Mutasim equipped a 
large army which penetrated deep into Asia Minor and after a long siege 
occupied the important fortified city of Amorion in Phrygia, the birthplace 
of the ruling dynasty, “the eye and foundation of Christianity,” in the exag- 
gerated words of the Arabian chronicle. Mutasim expected to march upon 
Constantinople after his successful occupation of Amorion, but he was forced 
to give up his plans and return to Syria when he received alarming news of a 
military conspiracy at home.**® 
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In the annals of the Greek Church the siege of Amorion is connected with 
the miraculous story of forty-two distinguished prisoner martyrs who, on their 
refusal to embrace Islam, were led to the banks of the Tigris and beheaded. 
Their bodies were thrown into the river, but miraculously floated on top of 
the water; they were then rescued from the river by some Christians and 
given solemn burial.**” 

The disaster of Amorion made a very strong impression upon Theophilus. 
He lost all hope of effectively resisting the Arabian attacks with his own 
forces, and, fearing to lose the capital, he turned to the western states for help. 
His ambassadors appeared in Venice; in Ingelheim at the court of the Frankish 
king, Lewis the Pious; and even in the far west, in Spain, at the Court of the 
Umayyad emir. The western rulers all received the ambassadors in a friendly 
manner, yet they gave Theophilus no active assistance. 

During the remaining period of the Amorian dynasty, in the later years 
of Theophilus’ reign and the reign of Michael III, internal strife within the 
caliphate prevented the eastern Arabs from renewing serious campaigns 
against the Byzantine Empire. Indeed, on several occasions Byzantine troops 
succeeded in defeating the Arabs. In the year 863 Omar, the emir (governor) 
of Melitene, sacked the Byzantine city of Amisus (Samsun) on the shore of 
the Black Sea, and, infuriated by the fact that the sea put a bound to his further 
advance, he was said, like Xerxes, to have scourged the water. But in the same 
year, on his return, he was intercepted and surrounded by Byzantine troops 
under the command of Petronas. The battle of Poson took place (the location 
of this has not been identified with any exactness) and the Arab forces were 
almost annihilated and Omar himself was slain.’*® This brilliant victory of 
Byzantine arms resounded in the Hippodrome in Constantinople, and a 
special chant, which has been preserved in the sources, celebrated the death 
of the emir on the field of battle.*** 

The first Russian attack on Constantinople—Amid these annual conflicts 
with the Arabs, the sources suddenly began to speak of the first attack of the 
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“Ros,” or the Russians, upon Constantinople. Until comparatively recent times 
this event was referred by the great majority of historians to the year 865 or 
866, and it was frequently connected with the campaign of the Russian princes, 
Ascold and Dir. But since 1894, when a short anonymous chronicle found in 
Brussels was published by the Belgian scholar, Franz Cumont, this opinion 
has been recognized as erroneous. This chronicle gives very exact information: 
the Russians approached Constantinople in two hundred vessels on the eight- 
eenth of June of the year 860, but were heavily defeated and lost many of 
their ships.**° Some scholars were doubtful about the earlier dating of this 
event long before the publication of the anonymous chronicle, and on the 
basis of various chronological calculations were inclined to believe that 860 
was the correct date. Thus, the famous Italian scholar of the eighteenth cen- 
tury, Assemani, set the date of this first attack of the Russians at the end of 
859 or early in 860, although later scholars completely forgot the result of 
his investigation.’** Fourteen years before the appearance of the anonymous 
chronicle of Brussels, and entirely independent of Assemani, the Russian 
church historian, Golubinsky, also arrived at the conclusion that this attack 
took place either in 860 or at the very beginning of 861.**? 

In one of his sermons, Patriarch Photius, a contemporary of this event, re- 
ferred to the Russians as the “Scythian, coarse and barbarian people,” and 
to their attack as a “barbarous, obstinate, and formidable sea,” a “terrible 
northern storm.”**° 

Struggles with the western Arabs.—At the same time as the eastern military 
' operations, the Empire was also struggling with the western Arabs. North 
Africa, conquered by the Arabs with so much difficulty in the seventh century, 
soon freed itself from the domination of the eastern caliphs, so that after the 
year 800 the Abbasid caliphs ceased to exercise any authority in the provinces 
west of Egypt, and an independent Aghlabid dynasty, which possessed a 
powerful fleet, rose in Tunis in the early part of the ninth century (in 800). 

All the Byzantine possessions in the Mediterranean Sea were seriously 
menaced by the Arabs during this period. Even in the early part of the ninth 
century, in the time of Nicephorus I, the African Arabs aided the Pelopon- 
nesian Slavs in their uprising and the siege of the city of Patrae (Patras). 
During the reign of Michael II the Byzantine Empire lost the strategically 
and commercially important island of Crete, which was captured by Arabian 
emigrants from Spain, who had first sought shelter in Egypt and then ad- 
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vanced to Crete. The leader of these Arabs founded a new city on this island 
and surrounded it by a deep moat, Aandak in Arabic, from which the new 
name of the island, Chandax, or Candia, originated.'** From then on Crete be- 
came the nest of piratical bands which raided and devastated the islands of the 
Aegean Sea and the seacoast districts, causing thus great political and economic 
disturbances in the Byzantine Empire. 

Still more serious for the Byzantine Empire was the loss of Sicily. As early 
as the seventh and eighth centuries this island had become subject to Arabian 
attacks, although these were not very serious. But in the time of the Amorian 
dynasty conditions changed. At the end of the reign of Michael II a man 
named Euphemius organized an uprising against the Emperor and was later 
proclaimed the ruler of the Empire. He soon realized that his own forces 
were not sufficient to resist the imperial troops, and appealed for aid to the 
African Arabs. The latter arrived in Sicily; but instead of aiding Euphemius, 
they began the conquest of the island, and Euphemius was killed by adherents 
of the Emperor.’** In the opinion of an Italian historian, Gabotto, Euphemius 
was a dreamer, an idealist, a valiant fighter for the independence of his coun- 
try, and a continuator of the traditional policy of creating in Italy an inde- 
pendent state, “the Roman Italian Empire” (Impero romano italiano). 
Gabotto’s characterization of Euphemius, however, is not confirmed by the 
evidence.’*® The Arabs became established in Panormos (Palermo) and 
gradually occupied the greater part of Sicily, including Messina, so that by 
the end of the reign of the Amorian dynasty, of all the large Sicilian cities, 
only Syracuse remained in the hands of the Christians. From Sicily the most 
natural step for the Arabs was to advance into the Byzantine territories in 
southern Italy. 

The Apennine peninsula has at its southern extremity two small peninsulas: 
the one in the southeast was known in antiquity as Calabria, and the other 
in the southwest as Bruttium. In the Byzantine period a change occurred in 
these names. From the middle of the seventh century Bruttium was used less 
and less frequently, and became gradually replaced by the name of Calabria, 
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which thus began to be applied to both small peninsulas; in other words, 
Calabria then signified all of the Byzantine possessions in southern Italy 
around the Gulf of Tarentum.'*’ 

The political position in Italy in the ninth century appears as follows: The 
Byzantine Empire retained Venice, the greater part of Campania, with the 
Duchy of Naples and two other duchies, as well as the two small southern 
peninsulas. Venice and Campania were only slightly politically dependent 
upon the Byzantine Empire, for they had an autonomous government of their 
own. The south of Italy was directly subject to the Empire. The greater part of 
Italy was in the hands of the Lombards. At the end of the seventh century the 
Lombard Duke of Beneventum won Tarentum from the Byzantine Empire; 
thus he reached as far as the shores of the Gulf itself and separated the two 
Byzantine districts from one another so that after this conquest the two smaller 
peninsulas could communicate only by sea. After the Italian conquests of 
Charles the Great and his imperial coronation in Rome the entire Apennine 
peninsula, except the Byzantine territories, was formally placed under the 
. authority of the western Emperor; in reality, however, his power in the south 
did not reach any further than the borders of the papal state and the Duchy 
of Spoleto. The Duchy of Beneventum remained an independent state. 

Contemporary with the gradual conquest of Sicily, the Arabian fleet also 
began to raid the Italian shores. The occupation of Tarentum in the time of 
Theophilus was a grave and direct menace to the Byzantine provinces in 
southern Italy. The Venetian fleet which came to the aid of the Emperor in 
the Gulf of Tarentum suffered a heavy defeat. Meanwhile the Arabs occu- 
pied the important fortified city of Bari on the eastern shore of the peninsula, 
and from there directed their conquests of the inner Italian districts. The 
western emperor, Lewis II, came there with his army, but was defeated and 
forced to retreat. At the same time, in the forties of the ninth century, Arabian 
pirates appeared at the mouth of the Tiber and threatened Rome, but upon 
capturing rich spoils, they departed from the old capital. The Roman basilicas 
of St. Peter and St. Paul, situated outside the city walls of Rome, were damaged 
greatly during this attack. 

In summary, the Arabo-Byzantine contacts during the period of the 
’ Amorian dynasty resulted in failure in the West for the Byzantine Empire. 
Crete and Sicily were lost; the former only until 961, the latter forever. A 
number of important points in southern Italy also passed into the hands of 
the Arabs, although by the middle of the ninth century these did not form a 
large continuous territory. The results of the struggle with the Arabs along 
the eastern border were very different. Here the Empire succeeded in keeping 
its territories almost intact. The few insignificant changes along this border 
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had no bearing upon the general course of events. In this respect the efforts 
of the Amorian dynasty were of much importance to the Empire, because 
for a period of forty-seven years the emperors of this line were able to with- 
stand the aggressive operations of the eastern Arabs and preserve, on the 
whole, the integrity of Byzantine territory in Asia Minor. 

The Byzantine Empire and the Bulgarians in the epoch of the Amorian 
Dynasty.—At the beginning of the ninth century the Bulgarian throne was 
occupied by Krum, an able warrior and wise organizer, who proved to be 
extremely dangerous to the Byzantine Empire. Nicephorus, having sensed in 
him a powerful enemy capable of gaining over to his side the Slavonic popu- 
lation of Macedonia and Thessaly, transferred many colonists from other 
parts of the Empire to these two provinces. By this measure, which, according 
to one source, aroused much dissatisfaction among the emigrants, the Emperor 
hoped to avert the danger of an alliance between the Bulgarians and the Slavs 
of the before named provinces.**® 

In the year 811, after several clashes with the Bulgarians, Nicephorus under- 
took a large expedition against Krum, during which he was lured with his 
army into ambush and defeated very severely. Nicephorus himself fell in 
battle, his son Stauracius was seriously wounded, and the army was almost 
completely annihilated. Since the famous battle near Hadrianople in the year 
378, during which Valens had been killed on the field of action against the 
Visigoths, there had been no other instance before Nicephorus of the death 
of an emperor in battle with the barbarians. Krum made a bowl out of the 
skull of the dead emperor and the “Bulgarian boliads” (nobles)**® were 
forced to drink from it. 

In 813 Krum also defeated Michael I, who advanced against him at the 
head of an army so powerful that even the Asiatic forces had been withdrawn 
from the eastern frontier to strengthen it. But the numerical superiority of 
the Byzantine troops was of no avail; they were decisively beaten and put 
to a flight that was arrested only when they reached the walls of Constanti- 
nople. In the same year, soon after the rise of Leo V the Armenian to the 
Byzantine throne, Krum carried the offensive to Constantinople, besieging 
the city in order “to fix his lance on the Golden Gate” (the walls of Constanti- 
nople), as one source put it.’°° Here, however, his successful progress was 
checked. He died suddenly, affording the Empire a temporary respite from 
the Bulgarian menace.*** 

One of the immediate successors of Krum, Omurtag, “one of the most 
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eminent figures in the early history of Bulgaria,”?*? in the time of Leo V 
concluded with the Byzantine Empire a peace agreement to last for thirty 
years. The agreement dealt mainly with the problem of defining the border 
lines between the two states in the province of Thrace. Traces of these lines 
can be seen even today in the shape of some remains of earthen fences.’** 
After peace was definitely concluded with the Bulgarians, Leo V_ recon- 
structed some of the ruined cities of Thrace and Macedonia. He also erected 
a stronger new wall around the capital for a surer defense against possible 
future Bulgarian attacks. 

Later Bulgaro-Byzantine relations were not marked by any outstanding 
events until the early fifties of the ninth century, when the Bulgarian throne 
passed into the hands of Boris (Bogoris; 852-889), whose name is closely 
connected with the accounts of the conversion of the Bulgarians to Chris- 
tianity. 

The Christian faith had found its way into Bulgaria long before the time of 
Boris, primarily through the Byzantine captives taken by the Bulgarians dur- 
ing their battles with the imperial troops. The pagan Bulgarian khans severely 
persecuted “the perverted and the perverters.” Th. I. Uspensky asserted that 
“there is no doubt that Christianity began to spread in Bulgaria very early. 
. . . Evenas early as the eighth century there were a number of Christians in 
the palaces of the princes. The struggles between the Christian and pagan 
parties were responsible for many of the troubled events in Bulgarian history, 
as well as for the frequent change of khans.’*** 

The conversion of Boris to Christianity was prompted by the political 
situation in Bulgaria, which forced him to seek closer relations with the 
Byzantine Empire. Greek clergy came to Bulgaria to spread Christianity 
among the natives. About the year 864 King Boris was baptized and assumed 
the name of Michael, and soon after, his people also adopted Christianity. The 
story that the two famous Slavonic missionaries, the brothers St. Cyril and 
St. Methodius, participated directly in the baptism of Boris is not confirmed 
by authentic evidence. The fact that Bulgarians received baptism from the 
hands of the Byzantine clergy did much to increase the prestige and influence 
of the Byzantine Empire in the Balkan peninsula. Boris, however, soon 
realized that the Empire was not willing to grant the Bulgarian church com- 
plete independence. He wished to keep the right of guiding the spiritual life 
of Bulgaria, and he feared also that his kingdom might become politically 
dependent upon the Byzantine Empire. Boris decided to form an ecclesiastical 
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alliance with Rome. He sent a delegation to Pope Nicholas I asking him to 
send Latin priests to Bulgaria. The pope was very glad to comply with this 
request. Latin bishops and priests soon came to Bulgaria, and the Greek 
clergy was driven out. The pope’s triumph was short-lived, however, for 
Bulgaria soon turned again to the Greek church, but this event occurred 
later, in the time of the Macedonian dynasty.'®® 

While the relations between Constantinople and Rome were very strained 
at the time of the religious waverings of Boris, still there was no open breach 
in the church. The requests sent by Boris to the Greek and Latin clergy did 
not signify a choice of either Orthodoxy or Catholicism. Officially the church 
of this period was still a single universal church. 


The second period of tconoclasm and the restoration of orthodoxy. The sepa- 
ration of churches in the ninth century 


The first emperors of the period 802-67 were not iconoclastic in their poli- 
cies, and it seemed almost that image-worship, restored by Irene, might 
gradually grow stronger and not become subject to new trials. The policy 
of Nicephorus was one of religious tolerance combined with the idea of 
temporal domination over the church. Although he recognized the decisions 
of the Council of Nicaea and the victory of the image-worshipers, he was not 
an ardent follower of the latter movement. To the true zealots of image-wor- 
ship the tolerant policy of Nicephorus seemed as bad as heresy. It is very 
probable that religious questions interested the Emperor very little. They 
mattered only in so far as they concerned the state. Yet monasticism exper1- 
enced some anxious moments in the time of Nicephorus, especially when the 
highly respected Patriarch Tarasius, beloved by all his people, was replaced by 
the new Patriarch Nicephorus, who was raised to his high rank by the will 
of the Emperor directly from among laymen. This election was strongly 
opposed by the famous Theodore of Studion and his followers, the Studites, 
who were later sent into exile. 

Michael I Rangabé ruled only for a short period (811-13) and was under 
the constant influence of the patriarch and.the monks. He was an obedient 
son of the church and defender of its interests. During his reign Theodore 
and the Studites were recalled from exile. 

A quarter of a century had elapsed since the time Irene had restored image- 
worship, but the iconoclastic movement was still alive in the eastern provinces 
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of Asia Minor and in the ranks of the army. In 813, Leo, a military chief of 
Armenian birth, assumed the imperial title. In the time of his predecessors 
Leo enjoyed great authority as a gifted general and was careful to conceal his 
iconoclastic views; but as soon as he deposed Michael Rangabé and strength- 
ened his own position on the throne he began to advance openly an icono- 
clastic policy. One source credits the Emperor with these words: “You see 
that all emperors who had accepted images and worshiped them died either 
in exile or in battle. Only those who had not adored images died a natural 
death while they still bore their imperial rank. These emperors were all 
placed in imperial sepulchers with high honors and buried in the temple of 
the Apostles. I want to follow their example and destroy images, so that, 
after my long life and the life of my son are over, our rule shall continue 
until the fourth and fifth generation.”?** 

The iconoclastic measures of Leo V were vehemently opposed by Patriarch 
Nicephorus, who was later deposed by the Emperor. The rank of archbishop 
of Constantinople was conferred upon Theodotus, who was in complete 
agreement with Leo’s religious policy. In the year 815 a second iconoclastic 
council was gathered in the temple of St. Sophia in Constantinople. The acts 
of this council were destroyed after the restoration of icon worship, but its 
decree has been preserved in one of the apologetic works of Patriarch Niceph- 
orus, and has been published.**’ 

“Having established and confirmed the divinely accepted doctrine of the 
Holy Fathers and in accordance with the six Holy Ecumenical Councils,” this 
council “condemned the unprofitable practice, unwarranted by tradition, of 
making and adoring images, preferring worship in spirit and truth.” The 
decree further indicated that with the change of masculine rule to feminine 
(Irene), “female simplicity” restored the adoration of “dead figures” and 
“lifeless icons,” the lighting of candles and burning of incense. The council 
prohibited “the unauthorized manufacture of pseudonymous icons of the 
catholic church,” rejected the adoration of images as confirmed by Patriarch 
Tarasius, and condemned the lighting of candles and lamps, as well as the 
offering of incense before images. Essentially this decree was a repetition of 
the basic ideas of the iconoclastic council of 754, whose acts it confirmed. The 
council stated that it was prohibited to adore images and useless to produce 
them. Since this council “abstained from calling images idols, because there 
are degrees of evil,”** it has sometimes been regarded as more tolerant than 
the first iconoclastic council. But the opinion has recently been advanced that 
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the second iconoclastic movement, particularly under Leo V and Theophilus, 
was neither more moderate nor more tolerant than that under Leo III and 
Constantine V, but “only spiritually poorer.”*° 

The iconoclastic emperors of the second period, Leo V the Armenian, 
Michael II the Stammerer, and Theophilus, had to carry out their religious 
policy under conditions which differed greatly from those which had prevailed 
in the first period. The second period lasted only for about thirty years 
(815-43), and was thus much shorter than the first period which had lasted for 
more than fifty years. The iconoclasts of the first period took the iconodules, 
so to say, unawares. The latter were not sufficiently organized nor prepared 
for the struggle. The ruthless measures against images forced them to unite 
their ranks, strengthen their faith, develop methods of fighting, and collect 
all their dogmatic and polemic materials. The iconoclasts of the second period, 
therefore, met a much stronger resistance than had their predecessors. The 
struggle became more difficult for them. Especially strong was the opposition 
advanced by the abbot of the monastery of Studion, Theodore, and his fol- 
lowers, the Studites, convinced defenders of image-worship, who exerted 
a great influence upon the mass of the people. Furthermore, Theodore openly 
wrote and spoke against the intervention of imperial power in the affairs of 
the church and defended the principles of church independence and freedom 
of conscience. Angered by Theodore’s attitude and activity, the Emperor sent 
him into distant exile and banished many of his followers. 

According to the surviving sources, which are almost without exception 
hostile to the iconoclasts, the persecution of images and their worshipers was 
very severe in the time of Leo V. These sources name martyrs who suffered 
in this period. On the other hand, even the most vehement opponents of Leo 
V acknowledge that he was very efficient and skillful in defending the Empire 
and wise in his administrative measures. According to one historian, Patriarch 
Nicephorus, deposed by Leo, “said after Leo’s death that the state of the 
Romans lost a very great, though impious, ruler.”*°° Still other contemporaries 
called Leo “the creeping snake,” and compared his time with “winter and a 
thick fog.”?*? 

Opinions vary regarding the religious views of Leo’s successor, Michael II. 
While some historians consider him neutral and indifferent, and a man who 
“followed the path of tolerance and proclaimed the great principles of free- 
dom of conscience,”** others call him a “convinced iconoclast, though not a 
fanatic,” “determined to support Leo’s iconoclastic reforms because they har- 
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monized with his personal convictions, refusing at the same time to continue 
the further persecution of image-worship.”’** A recent investigator believed 
that Michael’s “political program consisted of an attempt to pacify all religious 
disputes even though this involved an enforced silence on debatable questions 
and a tolerant attitude toward each of the dissenting elements.”!®* 

However, in spite of his iconoclastic tendencies, Michael did not initiate 
another period of persecution of image-worshipers, although when Methodius, 
who later became the patriarch of Constantinople, delivered the papal letter 
to the Emperor and called upon him to restore icon worship, he was subjected 
to a cruel scourging and was imprisoned in a tomb. In comparing the time 
of Leo V with the reign of Michael II contemporaries used such phrases as 
“the fire has gone out, but it is still smoking,” “like a crawling snake the tail 
of heresy has not yet been killed and is still wriggling,” “the winter is over, 
but real spring has not yet arrived,” etc.**> The death of the famous defender 
of images and church freedom, Theodore of Studion, took place in the time 
of Michael II. 

Theophilus, the successor of Michael II and the last iconoclastic emperor, 
was a man well versed in theological matters, distinguished by his fervent 
adoration of the Virgin and the saints, and the author of several church songs. 
Historical opinions of Theophilus are extremely contradictory, ranging all 
the way from the most damnatory to the most eulogistic statements. With 
regard to iconoclasm, the reign of Theophilus was the harshest time of the 
second period of the movement. The Emperor’s main adviser and leader in 
iconoclastic matters was John the Grammarian, later patriarch of Constanti- 
nople, the most enlightened man of that period, who was accused, as was 
frequently the case with learned men in the Middle Ages, of practicing sorcery 
and magic. The monks, many of whom were icon-painters, were subject to 
severe punishments. For example, the palms of the monk Lazarus, an image- 
painter, were burned with red-hot iron; for their zealous defense of images 
the two brothers Theophanes and Theodore were flogged and branded on 
their foreheads with certain insulting Greek verses composed by Theophilus 
himself for the purpose, and hence they were surnamed the “marked” 
(graptot). 

And yet a more critical examination of the surviving sources on Theophilus 
might force historians to forsake the claim that persecutions were excessively 
severe in his time. The facts giving evidence of cruel treatment of iconodules 
are few. Bury believed that the religious persecutions of Theophilus did not 
go beyond a certain geographical boundary, for the Emperor insisted upon 
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the destruction of images only in the capital and its immediate environs. Bury 
was also of the opinion that during the entire second period of iconoclasm 
image-worship flourished in Greece and on the islands and coasts of Asia 
Minor. This fact has not been fully appreciated by historians. The English 
scholar believed also that only in a few exceptional cases did the Emperor 
resort to severe punishments.’®* Much still remains to be done for a correct 
historical estimate of the second period of the iconoclastic movement. 

Theodora, the wife of Theophilus, was a zealous adherent of image-worship, 
and her religious tendencies were well known to her husband. When Theoph- 
ilus died in 842, Theodora became the official ruler of the Empire because 
of the minority of her son Michael. Her first problem was to restore image- 
worship. Apparently the opposition of the iconoclasts was not as strong in 
842 as it had been in the time of Irene, the first restorer of image-worship, 
for it took Theodora only a little more than one year to convoke a council to 
confirm her religious tendencies, while Irene had to spend seven years in the 
same task. John the Grammarian was deposed from the patriarchal throne 
and the see of Constantinople was given to Methodius, who had suffered much 
in the time of Michael. The acts of the council convoked by Theodora have 
not been preserved, but other sources show that they confirmed the canons 
of the Council of Nicaea and restored image-worship. When the council 
finished its work, solemn service was performed in the temple of St. Sophia on 
the first Sunday in Lent, on the eleventh day of March, 843 a.p. This day is 
still solemnized as the feast of orthodoxy in the Greek Orthodox church. Until 
very recent times the year 842 was generally recognized as the correct date 
of the restoration of images.’* 

In the Near East the second period of iconoclasm was marked by the publica- 
tion of a joint letter to protect images under the names of the three eastern 
patriarchs of the ninth century, Christopher of Alexandria, Job of Antioch, 
and Basil of Jerusalem. | 

In summary: The iconoclastic party drew its forces mainly from the court 
party and the army, including its leading generals, among whom some suc- 
ceeded in attaining the high imperial rank, as did Leo III, Leo V, and Michael 
II. The iconoclastic tendencies of the army are attributed by some scholars 
to the fact that the greatest number of soldiers was drafted from among the 
eastern nationalities, mainly the Armenians, who had been transferred by 
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the government in large numbers to the western provinces, mostly to Thrace. 
Hence the majority of the army was iconoclastic by conviction. According 
to one scholar, “the Orthodox cult impressed the eastern soldiers as an alien 
religion, and they felt justified in using any kind of violence against those 
whom they called idolaters.”’** As to the court party and the higher clergy, 
it may be said that the government officials and a number of bishops did not 
follow the dictates of their convictions, but professed views in accordance 
with their fears and ambitions. The population of Constantinople and the 
great majority of the clergy favored image-worship. The iconoclastic emperors 
were both gifted warriors and wise administrators, victorious over the Arabs 
and Bulgarians, and some of them may even be credited with having saved 
Christianity and the rising western civilization; but they did not persecute 
images in the name of their political aims and ambitions. Their religious 
measures were prompted rather by a sincere conviction that they were work- 
ing toward improvement in the church and the purification of Christianity. 
The religious reforms of these emperors were at times even detrimental to 
the accomplishments of their wise political activities. The fight with the 
iconodules introduced great internal disturbances and weakened the political 
strength of the Empire. It also led to a rupture with the western church and 
the gradual separation of Italy from the Byzantine Empire. Only the policy 
pursued by the iconoclastic emperors toward the monks and monasteries 1s 
to be explained by political motives. It is very difficult to form a detailed judg- 
ment about the theological doctrine of the iconoclasts because almost all the 
literature pertaining to the problems of iconoclastic dogma was destroyed by 
the iconodules. Even among the iconoclasts there were men of moderate, as 
well as of extremely radical, tendencies. Image-painting was looked upon as 
a potential cause of two possible dangers: the return to paganism, or the 
return to one of the heresies condemned by the ecumenical councils. In con- 
nection with the second period of the iconoclastic movement it 1s important 
to emphasize that while in the eighth century the Isaurians were always sup- 
ported by the eastern provinces of Asia Minor this was not true in the ninth 
century. During the second period of iconoclasm “enthusiasm for iconoclastic 
ideas absolutely weakens; the movement was already spiritually exhausted.”**° 

The iconodule party was composed of the population of the western prov- 
inces, Italy and Greece, all the monks and the greater part of the clergy, the 
majority of the inhabitants of Constantinople, although they were at times 
forced by circumstances to feign that they were supporting iconoclasm, and 
finally, the population of several other sections of the Empire, such as the 
islands of the Aegean and some of the coast provinces of Asia Minor. The 
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theological doctrine of the image-worshipers, as developed by such leaders 
as John Damascene and Theodore of Studion, was based on the Holy Scrip- 
tures. They considered images not only a means of enlightening the people 
but believed also that by preserving the holiness and merits of their prototypes 
—Christ, the Virgin, and the saints—the icons possessed miraculous power. 

The iconoclastic epoch has left deep traces in the artistic life of the period. 
Numerous beautiful monuments of art, mosaics, frescoes, statues, and minia- 
tures were destroyed during the struggle waged upon images. The richly 
decorated walls of temples were either plastered over or newly ornamented. 
“Briefly,” said N. P. Kondakov, “the church life of the capital became subject 
to that protestant desolation which was destined to displace, sooner or later, 
all the artistic life of Byzantium. ... A large number of educated and 
wealthy people migrated with their families to Italy; thousands of monks 
founded numerous cave habitations and hermitages throughout the vast terri- 
tory of southern Italy, Asia Minor and Cappadocia, which were painted by 
Greek artists. Hence Greek art and iconography of the eighth and ninth cen- 
turies must be sought outside of the Byzantine Empire: in Asia Minor or in 
southern and middle Italy.”**° But parallel with the destruction of artistic 
monuments bearing the images of Christ, the Virgin, and the saints, the icono- 
clasts began to create a new type of art by turning to new subjects. They intro- 
duced ornament and began to present genre scenes, such as pictures of the 
chase, the Hippodrome, trees, birds, and beasts. Some remarkable works of 
art in ivory, enamels, and a number of interesting miniatures have also come 
down from the time of the iconoclastic movement. In general the artistic 
tendencies of the iconoclasts are viewed by art historians as a return to the 
classical traditions of Alexandria and a very significant tendency toward 
realism and the study of nature.’”! One important outcome of the iconoclastic 
epoch was the disappearance of sculptural representations of holy persons or 
sacred scenes from the eastern church. Officially, neither the church nor the 
state prohibited these images; hence they apparently disappeared of their 
own accord. This is viewed by some historians as a partial victory for the 
iconoclasts over the extreme icon-worshipers.*”” 

Iconoclastic influences were reflected also on Byzantine coins and seals. An 
entirely new coin and seal type developed under the sway of iconoclastic 
ideas in the eighth century. The new coins and seals sometimes bore only 
legends without any images of Christ, the Holy Virgin, or the saints; a cross 
or a cruciform monogram was sometimes used. On the whole, the type on the 
coins was confined almost exclusively to representations of the cross and the 
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imperial family. Human portraiture fares hardly better than the sacred images 
of the precedent times: it is conventional throughout.'** Later, when image- 
worship was restored, images of Christ, the Virgin, and the saints again ap- 
peared on the coins and seals. 

Iconoclasm alienated Italy and the papacy from the Empire and was one 
of the main causes for the final breach in the church in the ninth century. 
The coronation of Charles the Great in 800 brought about still greater es- 
trangement between the pope and the Byzantine Empire. The final rupture 
took place in the second half of the ninth century in the reign of Michael III, 
during the rise of the famous case of Photius and Ignatius in Constantinople. 

Ignatius, widely known in his time for his zeal in defending image-worship, 
was deposed from the patriarchal throne and his high rank was conferred 
upon Photius, a layman, the most learned man of the period. Two parties 
formed then in the Byzantine Empire; one sided with Photius, the other with 
Ignatius, who refused to give up his title voluntarily. They continually anathe- 
matized each other and their heated disputes finally forced Michael III to 
convoke a council. Pope Nicholas I, who sided with Ignatius, was also in- 
vited to attend, but he sent only his legates. The latter, under the influence 
of bribes and threats and against the wish of the pope, confirmed the deposi- 
tion of Ignatius and the election of Photius as patriarch of Constantinople. 
In opposition to this decision Pope Nicholas convoked a council in Rome 
which anathematized Photius and reinstated Ignatius. Michael paid no atten- 
tion to the proclamation of this Roman council, and in a sharp note to the 
Pope stated that the church of Constantinople repudiated his claims to the 
leadership of the universal church. This incident came at the time of the 
conversion of the Bulgarian king, Boris, to Christianity, in which the interests 
of Constantinople and Rome clashed seriously, as we have pointed out else- 
where. In the year 867 (the year of Michael’s death) another council was 
convoked at Constantinople which condemned and anathematized the pope 
for his heretical doctrine in adding the filioque to the Christian creed, and also 
for his illegal intervention in the affairs of the church of Constantinople. The 
pope and the patriarch in their turn anathematized each other, and thus oc- 
curred the split in the church. With the death of Michael III the state of affairs 
changed. The new Emperor, Basil I, began his reign by deposing Photius and 
reinstating Ignatius.*"** 
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LITERATURE, LEARNING, AND ART 


A movement so profound, complex, and intense as iconoclasm was bound 
to arouse wide literary activity. Unfortunately, however, the literature of the 
iconoclasts was destroyed almost completely by the triumphant image-wor- 
shipers, and is known today only by scanty fragments preserved in the works 
of the opponents of iconoclasm, who cited them for the purpose of refutation. 
It may be said, then, that practically all the surviving literary works of the 
iconoclastic period represent only one point of view. 

Like the preceding period of the Heraclian dynasty, the iconoclastic epoch 
had no historians, though the chroniclers of this period have left numerous 
works, helpful to a correct understanding of Byzantine chronography and 
its sources and also highly valuable for the study of the iconoclastic period 
itself. George Syncellus,’"* who died in the early part of the ninth century, 
left a Chronography from the creation of the universe to the reign of Dio- 
cletian (284 a.p.), which he wrote during his stay in a monastery. While this 
work does not throw any light on the iconoclastic period, for the author did 
not deal with contemporary events, it is of considerable value for the elucida- 
tion of some problems of earlier Greek chronography, whose works George 
used as sources. 

-At the instance of George Syncellus his chronicle was continued in the 
early part of the same century by his friend, Theophanes the Confessor, whose 
influence as a chronicler upon the literature of subsequent periods was very 
great. He was a vehement enemy of the iconoclasts in the second period of the 
movement. He was submitted by Leo V the Armenian to an inquest, and 
after being confined in jail for some time, was exiled to one of the islands 
of the Aegean Sea, where he died in the year 817. The chronicle of Theophanes 
deals with the period from the reign of Diocletian, where George Syncellus 
left off his record of events, up to the fall of Emperor Mithael I Rangabé, in 
the year 813. In spite of the clearly expressed eastern-orthodox point of view, 
very apparent in his analysis of historical events and personalities, and in 
spite of the biased nature of the account, the work of Theophanes is very 
valuable, not only because of its rich material from earlier sources, some of 
which have not been preserved but also because, as a contemporary source on 
the iconoclastic movement, it devotes more space to it than was usual with 
other Byzantine chroniclers. The work of Theophanes was the favorite source 
of subsequent chroniclers. The Latin translation of his chronicle, made by 
the papal librarian, Anastasius, in the second half of the ninth century, was 
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of the same value to the medieval chronography of the West as the Greek 
original was for the East.**® 

Another significant writer of this period was Nicephorus, patriarch of 
Constantinople in the early part of the ninth century. For his bold opposition 
to iconoclasm in the time of Leo V the Armenian, he was deposed and exiled. 
In his theological works, of which some are still unpublished, Nicephorus de- 
fends with a remarkable power based on deep conviction the correctness of 
the iconodulist views. He refutes the arguments of the iconoclasts chiefly 
in his three “Refutations of the Ignorant and Godless Nonsense of the Im- 
pious Mammon [the name he applied to Constantine V | against the Salutary 
Incarnation of the Word of God.”?7* From the historical point of view, his 
Brief History, which narrates events from the death of Emperor Maurice in 
che year 602 until the year 769, is of considerable value. In spite of the fact 
that in attempting to make this work a popular account suitable for a wider 
circle of readers, Nicephorus gave it a somewhat didactic character, it still 
remains a source of importance, since it contains many interesting facts re- 
garding the political and church history of the period. The very striking simi- 
larity of this History and the work of Theophanes may be explained by the 
fact that both used one common source." 

Finally, George the Monk (Monachus) Hamartolus, also a convinced 
enemy of the iconoclasts, left a universal chronicle from Adam to the death 
of Emperor Theophilus in 842 a.v., in other words, until the final victory of 
image-worship. This work is of much value for the cultural history of the 
period because it contains many discussions of problems which preoccupied 
the Byzantine monastics of that period, namely, the nature of monasticism 
itself, the spread of iconoclastic heresy, and the spread of the Saracen faith. 
It also gives a vivid picture of the aspirations and tastes of the Byzantine 
monasteries of the ninth century. The chronicle of Hamartolus formed the 
basis for later Byzantine arrangements of universal history, and exerted enor- 
mous influence upon the early pages of Slavonic literatures, particularly the 
Russian. Suffice it to say that the beginning of Russian chronicles is very 
closely connected with the work of Hamartolus. A manuscript of the old 
Slavo-Russian translation of Hamartolus contains 127 miniatures, which have 
not yet been thoroughly studied and appreciated, but which are of greatest im- 
portance for the history of the Russian and Byzantine art of the thirteenth 
century. This manuscript is the only illustrated copy of the Chronicle of 
Hamartolus that has come down to us.’7* With the exception of one anony- 


175Qn Theophanes, see G. Ostrogorsky, 177R, Blake, “Note sur I'activité littéraire 
“Theophanes,” Real-Encyclopadie der Clas- de Nicéphore I*', patriarche de Constantino- 
sischen Altertumswissenschaft,ed. A. F. Pauly, ple,” Byzantion, XIV (1939), 1-15. 
G. Wissowa and others, II (1934), 2127-32. 178D). Ainalov, “La Chronique de George 
176 See Migne, Patrologia Graeca, C, 205 ff. _Hamartolus,” Compte-rendu du deuxieme 


Literature, Learning, and Art 293 


mous writer on Emperor Leo V the Armenian,’’? Hamartolus is the only con- 
temporary chronicler of the period from 813 to 842. He dealt with this period 
from a narrow monastic point of view, using mostly oral accounts of con- 
temporaries and personal observations. The manuscript tradition of Hamar- 
tolus’ work, which was changed and enlarged many times in later centuries, 
has survived in such a complicated and entangled form that the question of 
his authentic original text forms one of the most difficult problems of Byzan- 
tine philology. It was only in the early part of the twentieth century that a 
critical edition of the Greek text of Hamartolus was published.*®° Recently 
there appeared a critical edition of the old Slavo-Russian translation of the 
chronicle of Hamartolus, supplemented by the Greek text of the continua- 
tion of this chronicle which formed the basis of the Slavonic translation.*** 

Iconoclastic literature was almost completely destroyed by the triumphant 
image-worshipers; yet part of the detailed acts of the iconoclastic council of 
the year 754 have survived in the acts of the Seventh Ecumenical Council. 
Fragments of an extensive work against icon worship written by Constantine 
V Copronymus have been preserved in the three Rufutations of Patriarch 
Nicephorus. This emperor was also the author of some other literary works.**? 
Leo V ordered the compilation of a general work favorable to iconoclasm and 
based on the Bible and the church fathers, and a similar project was proposed 
at the iconoclastic council of the year 754; neither of these works has survived. 
A number of iconoclastic poems have been preserved in the works of Theo- 
dore of Studion. The Seventh Ecumenical Council decreed that all iconoclastic 
literature should be destroyed, and its ninth canon reads as follows: “All 
the childish plays, the raging mockeries and false writings directed against 
the honored icons must be presented to the episcopate of Constantinople and 
there added to all other books of heretics. Anyone found guilty of hiding 
these works if bishop, or presbyter, or deacon, will be deposed; if monk or 
layman, will be excommunicated.”*** 

An enormous amount of literary material dealing with the defense of 
image-worship and highly important in its influence upon writings of later 
periods has been left by a man who spent all his life in a province which no 
longer formed part of the Empire. His name is John Damascene, a native 


Congres international des études byzantines, 
1927, 127-33. 

179 On this important contemporary source 
see H. Grégoire, “Un nouveau fragment du 
‘Scriptor incertus de Leone Armenio,’” By- 
zantion, XI (1936), 417-28. Gregoire, “Du 
nouveau sur la Chronographie byzantine: le 
‘Scriptor incertus de Leone Armenio’ est le 
dernier continuateur le Malalas,” Bulletin de 
la classe des lettres de l' Académie Royale de 


Belgique, XXII (1936), 420-36. 

180 Georgius Monachus, Chronikon, ed. C. 
de Boor. 

181V_ M. Istrin, The Chronicle of George 
Hamartolus in Its Old Sloveno-Russian Ver- 
sion. 

182 See Ostrogorsky, Geschichte des byzan- 
tinischen Bilderstreites, 7-14. 

183 Mansi, Amplisstma collectio conciliorum, 
XIII, 430. 


294 The Iconoclastic Epoch (717-867) 


of Syria, which was then under Arabian domination. He was minister of the 
caliph in Damascus and died about 750 a.p. in the famous Palestinian Laura 
of St. Sabas. John has left many works in the fields of dogmatics, polemics, 
history, philosophy, oratory, and poetry. His principal work is The Source 
of Knowledge, the third part of which, entitled “An Exact Exposition of the 
Orthodox Faith,” was an attempt at a systematic presentation of the main 
foundations of the Christian faith and Christian dogmatics. Through this 
exposition John placed in the hands of the image-worshipers a powerful 
weapon for their struggle with their opponents, a weapon they had lacked in 
the early part of the iconoclastic movement. Later, in the thirteenth century, 
this work was used by the famous father of the western church, Thomas 
Aquinas, as a model for his Summa Theologiae. Among the polemic works 
of John Damascene we must point out three treatises “against those who 
depreciate holy images,” where the author firmly and boldly defends image- 
worship. In ecclesiastical literature John is particularly famous for his church 
hymns, which are somewhat more intricate in form than the church songs 
of Romanus the Hymnwriter (Melode), although in depth of poetical force 
and profound doctrine they are among the best of the hymns of the Christian 
church. John was also the author of many beautiful canons for festivals of the 
Lord, about the Holy Virgin, or in honor of prophets, apostles, and martyrs. 
Especially solemn is his Easter service, whose chants express the deep joy of 
believers because of Christ’s victory over death and hell. Under John’s pen, 
church hymns reached the highest point of their development and beauty. 
After him there were no remarkable writers in the field of Byzantine church 
poetry.?% 

The name of John Damascene is also closely connected with the romance 
Barlaam and Josaphat, which enjoyed the widest popularity in all languages 
throughout the Middle Ages. No doubt the plot of the tale was derived from 
the well-known legend of Buddha. It is highly probable that the story was 
simply a version of the life of Buddha adopted by the Christians of the East 
for their own use; the author himself said that the story was brought to him 
from India. Throughout the Middle Ages, down to recent times, the romance 
was almost universally attributed to John Damascene, but in 1886 the French 
orientalist, H. Zotenberg, advanced some proofs that John could not have been 
the author, and many writers have accepted his conclusions.’** But in recent 
years writers on this subject are less decided, and lean more toward the older 
point of view. Thus, while the author of an article on John Damascene pub- 
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lished in the Catholic Encyclopedia in 1910 says that the romance Barlaam and 
Josaphat is dubiously attributed to John,’®* the most recent editors and trans- 
lators of this romance think that the name of St. John of Damascus still has 
a right to appear on the title page of their edition.'*” 

The second period of iconoclasm was marked by the activity of the well- 
known defender of image-worship, Theodore of Studion, the abbot of a 
famous monastery of Constantinople which had declined in the time of Con- 
stantine V, but was revived under the administration of Theodore. Under his 
administration a new rule was worked out for the monastery on the basis of 
community life (cenoby); the intellectual needs of the monks were to be 
satisfied by a school established at the monastery. The monks were to be 
trained in reading, writing, and the copying of manuscripts, the study of the 
Holy Scriptures and the works of fathers of the church, and the art of com- 
posing hymns, which they sang during services. 

As one of the great religious and social workers in the stormy period of 
iconoclasm, Theodore demonstrated his ability as an eminent writer in various 
branches of literature. His dogmatic polemical works aimed to develop the 
fundamental theses concerning images and image-worship. His numerous 
sermons, which form the so-called Small and Large Catechisms, proved 
to be the most popular of his writings. He also left a number of epigrams, 
acrostics, and hymns. The latter cannot be studied and analyzed to any great 
extent because some of them are still unpublished, while others have appeared 
in unscientific editions, such as the Russian service books. His large collection 
of letters of a religious-canonic and social nature is of very great value for the 
cultural history of his times. 

The two last reigns of this period were marked by the creative activity of 
the interesting figure of Kasia, the only gifted poetess of the Byzantine period. 
When Theophilus decided to choose a wife, a bride show was arranged in the 
capital, for which the most beautiful maidens of all provinces were gathered in 
Constantinople. Kasia was one of them. The Emperor had to walk along the 
rows of maidens with a golden apple, and hand it to the one he desired to 
choose as his wife. He was about to hand it to Kasia, who pleased him more 
than any of the maidens, but her rather bold answer to his question caused 
him to change his intention and choose Theodora, the future restorer of 
orthodoxy. Kasia later founded a monastery where she spent the rest of her 
life. Kasia’s surviving church poems and epigrams are distinguished by 
_ original thought and vivid style. According to Krumbacher, who made a 
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special study of her poems, “she was also a wise but singular woman, who 
combined a fine sensitiveness and a deep religiousness with an energetic frank- 
ness and a slight tendency to feminine slander.”?®° 

The persecution of image-worshipers, glorified in later times by the tri- 
umphant iconodules, provided rich material for numerous lives of saints and 
gave rise to the brilliant period of Byzantine hagiography. 

In the time of the Amorian dynasty some progress was made in the field of 
higher education in the Byzantine Empire and some advance in various 
branches of knowledge. Under Michael III, his uncle, Caesar Bardas, or- 
ganized a higher school in Constantinople.’*® This higher school was located 
in the palace; its curriculum consisted of the seven main arts introduced in 
earlier pagan times and adopted later by Byzantine and western European 
schools. They are usually referred to as the “seven liberal arts” (septem artes 
liberales), divided into two groups: the trivium, grammar, rhetoric, and 
dialectics, and the guadrivium, arithmetic, geometry, astronomy, and music. 
Philosophy and ancient classical writers were also studied in this school. Striv- 
ing to make education accessible to everybody, Bardas proclaimed that the 
school would be free of charge; the professors were well paid from the gov- 
ernment treasury. The famous scholar of this period, Photius, was one of the 
teachers in the higher school of Bardas. 

This school became the center about which gathered the best minds of the 
Empire during the subsequent reign of the Macedonian dynasty. Photius, 
whose first patriarchate fell in the time of Michael III, became the central 
force in the intellectual and literary movement of the second half of the ninth 
century. Exceptionally gifted, with a keen love of knowledge and an excellent 
education, he later devoted his entire attention and energy to educating others. 
His education had been many-sided, and his knowledge was extensive not 
only in theology but also in grammar, philosophy, natural science, law, and 
medicine. He gathered about himself a group of men who strove to enrich 
their knowledge. A man of inclusive scientific learning, Photius, as was 
customary in medieval times, was accused of having devoted himself to the 
study of the forbidden sciences of astrology and divination. Legendary tra- 
dition claims that in his youth he had sold his soul to a Jewish magician,'*° 
and in this, according to Bury, “the Patriarch appears as one of the forerunners 
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of Faustus.”?*? As the most learned man of his time, he did not limit himself 
to teaching, but devoted much of his time to writing and has left a rich and 
varied literary heritage. 

Among the works of Photius, his Bibliotheca, or, as it is frequently called, 
Myriobiblon (thousands of books), is especially important. The circumstances 
which suggested this work are very interesting. A kind of reading club seems 
to have existed at the house of Photius where a select circle of his friends as- 
sembled to read aloud literature of all kinds, secular and religious, pagan and 
Christian. The rich library of Photius was at the service of his friends. Yielding 
to their requests he began to write synopses of the books which had been 
read.**” In the Bibliotheca Photius gave extracts from numerous works, some- 
times brief, sometimes extensive, as well as his own essays based on these 
abstracts, or critical comments on them. Here are many facts about gram- 
marians, orators, historians, natural scientists, doctors, councils, and the lives 
of saints. The greatest value of this work lies in the fact that it has preserved 
fragments of writings which have disappeared. The Bibliotheca deals only 
with writers of prose. His numerous other works belong to the field of 
theology and grammar, and he has left also many sermons and letters. In 
two of his sermons he refers to the first attack of the Russians on Constanti- 
nople in the year 860, of which he was an eyewitness. 

In his striking universality of knowledge and in his insistence upon the 
study of ancient writers, Photius was representative of that intellectual move- 
ment in the Byzantine Empire which became very apparent, especially in 
the capital, from the middle of the ninth century, and was expressed in such 
events as the opening of Bardas’ university, in which Photius himself devoted 
much time to teaching. In his lifetime and as a result of his influence, a closer 
and more friendly relation developed between secular science and theological 
teaching. So broad-minded was Photius in his relations to other people that 
even a Muhammedan ruler (Emir) of Crete could be his friend. One of his 
pupils, Nicolaus Mysticus, the Patriarch of Constantinople in the tenth cen- 
tury, wrote in his letter to the Emir’s son and successor that Photius “knew 
well that, although difference in religion is a barrier, wisdom, kindness, and 
the other qualities which adorn and dignify human nature attract the affection 
of those who love fair things; and, therefore, notwithstanding the difference 
of creeds, he loved your father, who was endowed with these qualities.”** 

Patriarch John the Grammarian, an iconoclast, impressed his contempo- 
raries by his profound and varied learning, and was even accused of being a 
magician. Another distinguished man was Leo, a remarkable mathematician 
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of the time of Theophilus. He became so famous abroad through his pupils 
that the Caliph Mamun, zealously interested in promoting education, begged 
him to come to his court. When Theophilus heard of this invitation he gave 
Leo a salary and appointed him as public teacher in one of the Constantino- 
politan churches. Although Mamun had sent a personal letter to Theophilus 
begging him to send Leo to Bagdad for a short stay, saying that he would 
consider it as an act of friendship, and offering for this favor, as tradition 
has it, eternal peace and 2000 pounds of gold, the Emperor refused to grant 
this demand. In this case Theophilus treated science “as if it were a secret to 
be guarded, like the manufacture of Greek fire, deeming it bad policy to en- 
lighten barbarians.”*** In later years Leo was elected archbishop of Thessa- 
lonica. When deposed in the time of Theodora for his iconoclastic views, Leo 
continued to teach at Constantinople and became the head of the higher school 
organized by Bardas. It is well to remember that the apostle of the Slavs, 
Constantine (Cyril), studied under the guidance of Photius and Leo, and 
previous to his Khazar mission occupied the chair of philosophy in the higher 
school of the capital. 

This brief account will suffice to indicate that literary and intellectual life 
flourished in the time of the iconoclastic movement, and it would undoubtedly 
be seen to be more intensive and varied had the works of the iconoclasts sur- 
vived through the ages. 

In connection with the letters exchanged between Theophilus and Mamun 
regarding Leo the Mathematician, it is interesting to consider the question 
of mutual cultural relations between the caliphate and the Empire in the 
first half of the ninth century. At this time the caliphate, ruled by Harun-ar- 
Rashid and Mamun, was experiencing a brilliant development of learning and 
science. In his desire to outrival the glories of Bagdad, Theophilus built a 
palace in imitation of Arabian models. Certain evidence indicates that the 
influence of Bagdad upon the Byzantine Empire was very stimulating,’”° 
but this difficult problem extends beyond the limits of this book. 

It has been argued frequently that in the field of art the iconoclastic epoch 
produced only negative results. And it is true that numerous valuable monu- 
ments of art were destroyed by the iconoclasts. “Their violence is to be de- 
plored; their vandalism impoverished not only the centuries in which it was 
exercised, but those in which we ourselves are living.”’®* But, on the other 
hand, the iconoclastic epoch brought a new stream of life into Byzantine art 
by reviving once more Hellenistic models, especially those of Alexandria, 
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and by introducing oriental decoration borrowed from the Arabs, who in 
their turn had borrowed it from Persia. And though the iconoclasts cate- 
gorically suppressed religious art with images of Christ, the Virgin, and saints, 
they were tolerant toward the presentation of the human figure in general, 
which became more realistic during this period under the influence of Hellen- 
istic models. Genre scenes of everyday life became the favorite subject of 
artists, and on the whole there was a decided predominance of purely secular 
art. An example of this tendency is the fact that in place of the fresco repre- 
senting the Sixth Ecumenical Council, Constantine V Copronymus ordered 
a portrait of his favorite charioteer. 

The artistic monuments of the epoch, both religious and secular, have 
perished almost completely. Some mosaics in the churches of Thessalonica 
(Salonika) may fall within the limits of this period. A group of ivory carvings, 
especially ivory caskets, may also be attributed to the ninth century. The 
illuminated manuscripts of the iconoclastic epoch, the illustrations of which 
were the work of Byzantine monks, testify to the new spirit which had pene- 
trated art. From the point of view of marginal illustrations the Chludoft 
(Chludov) Psalter is especially interesting. This oldest of illuminated psalters 
has been preserved at Moscow.’*’ But it is greatly to be regretted that so few 
data exist for the study of art in the iconoclastic period. Many of the surviving 
materials are attributed to the iconoclastic epoch only on the basis of probable 
evidence, and not with full certainty. 

Diehl thus appraised the significance of the iconoclastic epoch for the 
subsequent second Golden Age of Byzantine art under the Macedonian dy- 
nasty: 

It was to the time of the iconoclasts that the Second Golden Age owed its es- 
sential characteristics. From the iconoclastic epoch proceed the two opposite tend- 
encies which mark the Macedonian era. If at that time there flourished an im- 
perial art inspired by classical tradition and marked by a growing interest in 
portraiture and real life which imposed its dominant ideas upon religious art, if in 
opposition to this ofhcial and secular art there existed a monastic art more severe, 
more theological, more wedded to tradition, if from the interaction of the two 
there issued a long series of masterpieces; it is in the period of iconoclasm that the 
seeds of this splendid harvest were sown. Not merely for its actual achievements, 


but for its influence upon the future, does this period deserve particular attention 
in the history of Byzantine art.1°° 
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CHAPTER VI: THE MACEDONIAN EPOCH 
(867-1081) 


HE history of the Macedonian dynasty falls into two periods, unequal in 
TT significance and duration. The first period extends from 867 to 1025, 
the year of the death of Emperor Basil II; the second, the brief period from 
1025 to 1056, when Empress Theodora, the last member of this dynasty, died. 

The first period was the most brilliant time of the political existence of the 
Empire. The struggle in the east and in the north with the Arabs, Bulgarians, 
and Russians, was crowned with brilliant success for Byzantine arms by the 
second half of the tenth and the beginning of the eleventh century. This was 
achieved in spite of some failures at the end of the ninth and in the early part 
of the tenth century. This triumph of the Byzantine Empire was especially 
great under Nicephorus Phocas and John Tzimisces, and reached its highest 
point in the reign of Basil IJ. In his time the separatist movements in Asia 
Minor were suppressed; Byzantine influence in Syria was strengthened; Ar- 
menia was 1n part annexed to the Empire and in part reduced to vassal de- 
pendence; Bulgaria was transformed into a Byzantine province; and Russia, 
upon adopting Christianity from Byzantium, entered into closer religious, 
political, commercial, and cultural relations with the Empire. This was the 
moment of the highest strength and glory ever attained by the Empire. The 
intensive legislative work, expressed in the publication of a gigantic code, 
the Basilics, and a number of famous novels directed against the pernicious 
growth of large landownership, and the intellectual advance associated with 
the names of Patriarch Photius and Constantine Porphyrogenitus add further 
glory and significance to the first period of the Macedonian dynasty. 

After the year 1025, when the powerful figure of Basil II disappeared from 
the historical stage, the Empire entered a time of frequent court revolutions 
and anarchy which led to the troubled period of 1056-81. With the accession 
of the first of the Comneni, who seized the throne in 1081, the Empire re- 
gained its strength. Internal order was re-established, and for some time in- 
tellectual and artistic activity flourished once more. 
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The question of the origin of the founder of the Macedonian dynasty has 
called forth many contradictory opinions, mainly because sources vary greatly 
on this point. While Greek sources speak of the Armenian or Macedonian 
extraction of Basil I, and Armenian sources assert that he was of pure Ar- 
menian blood, Arabic sources call him a Slav. On the one hand, the generally 
accepted name “Macedonian” is applied to this dynasty, but on the other hand, 
some scholars still consider Basil an Armenian, and still others, especially 
Russian historians prior to the seventies of the nineteenth century, speak of 
him as a Slav. The majority of scholars consider Basil an Armenian who had 
settled in Macedonia, and speak of his dynasty as the Armenian dynasty. But 
in view of the fact that there were many Armenians and Slavs among the 
population of Macedonia, it might be correct to assume that Basil was of 
mixed Armeno-Slavonic origin.’ According to one historian who has made 
a special study of Basil’s time, his family might have had an Armenian an- 
cestry, which later intermarried with Slavs, who were very numerous in this 
part of Europe (Macedonia), and gradually became very much Slavonized.” 
A more exact definition of the Macedonian dynasty from the point of view 
of its ethnographic composition might be Armeno-Slavic. In recent years 
scholars have succeeded in determining that Basil was born in the Macedonian 
city of Charioupolis.* 

Basil’s life previous to his election to the throne was very unusual. As an 
unknown youth he came to Constantinople to seek his fortune, and there at- 
tracted the attention of courtiers by his tall stature, his enormous strength, 
and his ability to break in the wildest horses. Stories of young Basil reached 
Emperor Michael III. He took him to court and later became completely sub- 
ject to his new favorite, who was soon proclaimed co-ruler and crowned with 
the imperial crown in the temple of St. Sophia. He repaid these favors re- 
ceived from the Emperor very brutally: When he noticed that Michael was 
becoming suspicious of him, he ordered his men to slay his benefactor, and 
then proclaimed himself emperor (867-86). After him the throne passed on 
to his sons, Leo VI the Philosopher or the Wise (886-912),* and Alexander 
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(886-913). Leo’s son, Constantine VII Porphyrogenitus (913-59), remained 
indifferent to affairs of state and devoted all his time to literary work in the 
midst of the most learned men of his time. The administrative power was in 
the hands of his father-in-law, the skillful and energetic admiral, Romanus 
Lecapenus (919-44).° In the year 944 the sons of Romanus Lecapenus forced 
their father to abdicate and retire to a monastery, and declared themselves 
emperors. They were deposed in 945 by Constantine Porphyrogenitus, who 
ruled independently from 945 until 959. His son, Romanus II, reigned only 
four years (959-63), leaving at his death his widow Theophano with two 
minor sons, Basil and Constantine. Theophano married the capable general, 
Nicephorus Phocas, who was proclaimed emperor (Nicephorus II Phocas, 
963-69). His reign ceased when he was slain, and the throne passed to John 
Tzimisces (969-76), who claimed the imperial title because he had married 
Theodora, a sister of Romanus II and a daughter of Constantine VII Porphy- 
rogenitus. Only after the death of John Tzimisces did the two sons of Ro- 
manus II, Basil II, surnamed Bulgaroctonus (the Bulgar-Slayer, 976-1025) 
and Constantine VIII (976-1028), become rulers of the Empire. Adminis- 
trative power was concentrated mainly in the hands of Basil II, under whom 
the Empire rose to its highest power and glory. With his death began the 
period of decline for the Macedonian dynasty. After the death of Constantine 
VIII the aged senator, Romanus Argyrus, married to Constantine’s daughter, 
Zoé, became emperor and ruled from 1028 until 1034. Zoé survived him, and 
at the age of about fifty-six married her lover, Michael the Paphlagonian, 
who was proclaimed emperor at his wife’s entreaty, and ruled as Michael IV 
the Paphlagonian from 1034 to 1041. During his reign and in the brief reign 
of his nephew, Michael V Calaphates (1041-42), another accidental and in- 
significant figure, there was much disturbance and acute discontent in the 
Empire, which ended in the deposition and blinding of Michael V. For about 
two months the Byzantine Empire was ruled by the unusual combination 
of authority in the hands of Zoé, widowed for the second time, and of her 
younger sister, Theodora. In the same year (1042) Zoé married for the third 
time, and her new husband was proclaimed emperor. He ruled as Constantine 
IX Monomachus from 1042 until 1055. Zoé died before her third husband, 
but Theodora survived Constantine Monomachus and became the sole ruler 
of the Empire after his death (1055-56). After the reign of Irene, the famous 
restorer of image worship at the end of the eighth and early ninth centuries, 
the rule of Zoé and Theodora marks the second and last instance of feminine 
rule. Each of them occupied the throne as the autocratic and sovereign basilissa, 
i.c., Empress of the Romans. Shortly before her death Theodora yielded to the 
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demands of the court party and elected the aged patrician, Michael Stratioti- 
cus, as her successor. He ascended the throne after Theodora’s death in the 
year 1056. Theodora was the last ruler of the Macedonian dynasty, which oc- 
cupied the throne for a period of 189 years. 


EXTERNAL AFFAIRS OF THE MACEDONIAN EMPERORS 


Byzantine relations with the Arabs and Armenia 


The main problem in the external policy of Basil I, the founder of the 
Macedonian dynasty, was the struggle with the Muslim world. Conditions 
were unusually favorable for great achievements in this struggle, because in 
his time the Empire maintained peaceful relations with Armenia in the east, 
with Russia and Bulgaria in the north, and in the west with Venice and the 
western emperor. Added to these advantages was the internal dissension 
within the eastern caliphate aroused by the increasing influence of the Turks 
at the Arabian court, the defection of Egypt, where the independent dynasty 
of the Tulunids arose in the year 868, the civil wars among the North African 
Arabs, and the difficult position of the Spanish Umayyads in the midst of the 
local Christian population. Basil’s position then was very advantageous for 
a successful struggle with the eastern and western Arabs. But although the 
Empire fought against the Arabs almost without interruption throughout the 
reign of Basil I, it did not take full advantage of the favorable external con- 
ditions. 

The successful military campaign which opened at the beginning of the 
seventies in the eastern part of Asia Minor against the followers of the sect 
of the Paulicans resulted in the Emperor’s occupation of their main city of 
Tephrice. This conquest not only widened the extent of Byzantine territory, 
but also placed Basil face to face with the eastern Arabs. After several vigor- 
ously contested battles, the clashes between the two sides assumed the form 
of regular annual collisions which were not of very great consequence. Victory 
was sometimes on the side of the Greeks and sometimes on the side of the 
Arabs, but in the end the Byzantine borderline in Asia Minor moved con- 
siderably to the east. 

Far more serious were Basil’s relations with the western Arabs, who at that 
time possessed the greater part of Sicily and occupied some important points 
in southern Italy. The troubled affairs of Italy caused the intervention of the 
western Emperor, Louis II, who occupied the important city of Bari. It was 
with this ruler that Basil I formed an alliance for a combined attempt to drive 
the western Arabs out of Italy and Sicily. But this alliance did not succeed 
and was soon dissolved. After the death of Louis the population of Bari handed 
over their city to Byzantine officials. 
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Meanwhile the Arabs occupied the strategically important island of Malta, 
south of Sicily, and in the year 878 they took Syracuse by assault after a 
siege of nine months. An interesting description of the siege of Syracuse was 
written by an eyewitness, the monk Theodosius, who was living there at the 
time, and after the fall of the city was imprisoned by the Arabs in Palermo. 
He related that during the siege a famine raged in the city, and the inhabitants 
were forced to eat grass, skins of animals, ground bones mixed with water, 
and even corpses. This famine caused an epidemic which carried off an enor- 
mous part of the population.® After the loss of Syracuse, among important 
points in Sicily the Byzantine Empire retained only the city of Tauromemium 
or Taormina on the eastern coast of the island. This loss was a turning point 
in Basil’s external policy. His plans for a general attack on the Arabs were 
not to be realized. The occupation of Tarentum in southern Italy by Basil’s 
troops and their successful advance into the interior of this country under 
the leadership of their general, Nicephorus Phocas, during the last years of 
Basil’s reign might be considered as some consolation after the failure at 
Syracuse, however. 

Notwithstanding the negative outcome of the western alliance against the 
Arabs, Basil attempted another alliance with the Armenian King Ashot 
Bagratid (Bagratuni) for the purpose of defeating the eastern Arabs. But 
at the time of the formation of this union Basil died. In spite of the loss of 
Syracuse and the unsuccessful campaigns against the Arabs, Basil increased 
somewhat the extent of Byzantine possessions in Asia Minor, and restored the 
lost importance of Byzantine rule in southern Italy. “The aged Basil,” said a 
recent student of his period, “could die in peace. He had fulfilled, both in 
the east and in the west, a very great military task, which was at the same 
time a civilizing task. The Empire left by Basil was stronger and more im- 
posing than the one he had received.””* 

The peaceful relations maintained by Basil with all his neighbors, sateen 
the Arabs, were broken under his successor, Leo VI the Wise (886-912). A 
war broke out with the Bulgarians, which ended with their victory. It was 
during this war that the Magyars (Hungarians) appeared in Byzantine his- 
tory for the first time. Toward the end of Leo’s reign the Russians stood near 
Constantinople. Armenia, the ally of the Byzantine Empire, exposed to in- 
cessant Arabian invasions, did not receive the aid she expected from Byzan- 
tium. In addition to all this the question of the Emperor’s fourth marriage 
aroused strong internal disturbances. As a result of these external and internal 
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complications the problem of the struggle with Islam became more complex 
and difficult for the Empire. 

The campaigns against the Arabs were generally ineffective in the time 
of Leo VI. In the military clashes on the eastern borders the Arabs were at 
times as victorious as the Greeks. Neither side gained much from these col- 
lisions. In the west the Muslims occupied the city of Rhegium (Reggio) on 
the Italian shore of the Strait of Messina and after this the Strait was com- 
“pletely in the hands of the Arabs. In go2 they conquered Tauromenium or 
Taormina, the last important fortified point of Byzantine Sicily. With the 
fall of this city Sicily was, so to say, entirely in the hands of the Arabs, for 
the smaller cities which still belonged to the Greeks were of no importance 
in the later history of the Empire. The eastern policy of Leo VI during the 
second half of his reign in no way depended upon his relations with the 
Sicilian Arabs. 

The beginning of the tenth century was marked by active operations of 
the Muslim fleet. Even at the end of the ninth century Cretan pirates had re- 
peatedly raided the coasts of the Peloponnesus and the islands of the Aegean 
Sca. These sea raids of the Arabs became still more dangerous when their 
Syrian and Cretan fleets began to act together. The attack of Thessalonica by 
the Muslim fleet under the leadership of the Greek renegade, Leo of Tripolis, 
in go4 is the most famous deed of the Arabs in this period. The city was taken 
only after a long and difficult siege, but a few days after its fall the conquerors 
departed with a large number of prisoners and rich spoils, setting sail east- 
ward to Syria. It was only after this disaster that the Byzantine government 
began the fortification of Thessalonica. A detailed account of the Arabian raid 
of the city came from the pen of John Cameniates, a priest who lived through 
all the hardships of the siege.® 

The successful naval operations of the Arabs forced the Byzantine rulers 
to devote more attention to the improvement of their own fleet. The result 
was that in 906 the Byzantine admiral Himerius gained a brilliant victory 
over the Arabs in the Aegean. But in g11 the great sea expedition of Leo VI 
against the allied eastern and Cretan Arabs, also headed by Himerius, ended 
in complete failure for the empire. In his exact account of the composition of 
this expedition Constantine Porphyrogenitus spoke of the presence of 700 
Russians.” 

Thus the Byzantine struggle with the Arabs was highly unsuccessful in 
the time of Leo VI: in the west Sicily was definitely lost; in southern Italy 
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Byzantine troops failed to accomplish anything after the recall of Niceph- 
orus Phocas; on the eastern border the Arabs were slowly but persistently 
going forward; and on the sea the Byzantine fleet suffered several serious 
defeats. 

In spite of the religious animosity toward the Arabs and the military clashes 
with them official documents at times referred to them in very friendly terms. 
Thus the patriarch of Constantinople of this period, Nicholas Mysticus, wrote 
to “the most illustrious, most honorable and beloved” Emir of the island of 
Crete that “the two powers of the whole universe, the power of the Saracens 
and that of the Romans, are excelling and shining as the two great luminaries 
in the firmament. For this reason alone we must live in common as brothers 
although we differ in customs, manners, and religion.”?° 

In the long reign of Constantine VII Porphyrogenitus (913-59) and Ro- 
manus I Lecapenus (919-44) the Byzantine Empire could not struggle effec- 
tively with the Arabs until the end of the third decade of the tenth century, 
because all its forces were thrown into the Bulgarian war. Luckily for the 
Empire, the caliphate was at this time going through a period of disintegra- 
tion and internal strife, and separate independent dynasties were being 
formed. However, one successful operation of the Byzantine fleet may be 
mentioned: in g17 the renegade pirate Leo of Tripoli, who in 904 had cap- 
tured Thessalonica, was overwhelmingly defeated at Lemnos.** 

After the Bulgarian campaign very capable generals appeared in the Greek 
and Arab armies. The Greek domesticus John Curcuas was, in the words of 
the chronicler, a “second Trajan or Belisarius” and a conquerer of “nearly 
thousands of cities.” A special work was even written about him, but it has 
not been preserved.'’? His genius brought in a new “dawn on the eastern 
border”; with him there seemed to come a “new spirit into the imperial eastern 
policy, a spirit of confident aggression.”’* The Arabs, too, had an efficient 
chief in the person of Saif-ad-Daulah, a member of the independent dynasty 
of the Hamdanids, which ruled Aleppo. His court became a center of flourish- 
ing literary activity, and his period was called by contemporaries the “Golden 
Age.” Toward the middle of the tenth century Curcuas achieved numerous 
victories in Arabian Armenia and occupied many cities in upper Mesopotamia. 
In 933 Melitene was captured by Curcuas, and in 944 the city of Edessa was 
forced to give up its precious relic, the miraculous image of the Savior (man- 
dilion, 76 pavdiduov), which was transported to Constantinople with great 
pomp. This was the last triumph of Curcuas. These successes made him “the 
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hero of the moment,”** but his popularity alarmed the government and he 


was removed from his post. At that time Romanus Lecapenus fell, and in the 
next month his sons also were dethroned. Constantine Porphyrogenitus be- 
came sole emperor. “It was the end of an era; new actors were strutting onto 
the stage.”*® | 

The epoch of Romanus Lecapenus was of very great importance for the 
Byzantine policy in the East. After three centuries of keeping to the defensive, 
the Empire under the guidance of Romanus and John Curcuas assumed the 
offensive and began to triumph. The frontier was in a very different condition 
from what it had been at the time of Romanus’ accession. The border prov- 
inces were comparatively free from Arab raids. During the last twelve years 
of Romanus’ reign Muhammedan raiders only twice crossed the frontier. 
Romanus appointed as commander-in-chief Curcuas, “the most brilliant 
soldier that the Empire had produced for generations. He infused a new 
spirit into the imperial armies, and led them victorious deep into the country 
of the infidels. . . . John Curcuas was the first of a line of great conquerors 
and as the first is worthy of high praise. And in the praise, a part should be 
given to Romanus Lecapenus to whose judgment the Empire owed his serv- 
ices and under whose rule were passed those twenty glorious years.”*® 

The last years of Constantine Porphyrogenitus were marked by desperate 
battles with Saif-ad-Daulah, and although the Greeks had been beaten in 
several of these collisions, the outcome of the struggle was the defeat of the 
Arabs in northern Mesopotamia and the crossing of the Euphrates by the 
Byzantine army. During these years of struggle John Tzimisces, the future 
emperor, distinguished himself by his capable leadership. But the large sea 
expedition organized against the Cretan Arabs in 949 resulted in complete 
failure and the loss of numerous vessels. Six hundred and twenty-nine Rus- 
sians were among the Byzantine warriors who participated in this campaign.*" 
The constant clashes between the Greeks and the Muslims in the west, in 
Italy, and Sicily were of no importance for the general course of events. 

The eastern conquests of John Curcuas and John Tzimisces, which extended 
the borders of the Empire beyond the Euphrates, inaugurated a brilliant period 
of Byzantine victories over the Muslims. In the words of the French historian, 
Rambaud, “All the failures of Basil I were revenged; the road was opened 
to Tarsus, Antioch, Cyprus, and Jerusalem. . . . Before his death Constan- 
tine could rejoice because during his reign so many great acts had been per- 
formed for the cause of Christ. He opened the era of Crusades for the East 
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as well as for the West, for the Hellenes as well as for the Franks [1.e., for 
the western European nations ].”** 

During the brief reign of Romanus II (959-63), his capable and energetic 
general, Nicephorus Phocas, the future emperor, occupied the island of Crete, 
thus destroying the nest of Arabian pirates who had terrorized the population 
of the islands and coasts of the Aegean Sea. By reconquering Crete the Em- 
pire regained an important strategic and commercial point in the Mediterra- 
nean Sea.’® Nicephorus Phocas was equally successful in the ensuing war with 
Saif-ad-Daulah in the east. After a difficult siege he succeeded in temporarily 
occupying Aleppo, the seat of the Hamdanids. 

The achievements of the next three emperors—Nicephorus Phocas, John 
Tzimisces, and Basil II Bulgaroctonus—form the most brilliant pages of the 
military history of the Empire in its struggle with Islam. During his six years’ 
reign (963-69) Nicephorus Phocas concentrated his attention on the East, 
although occasionally he diverted it to the hostile acts of the Bulgarians, which 
became more serious due to the intervention of the Russian prince, Sviatoslav. 
Some of the Emperor’s forces were also absorbed in the collisions with the 
German king, Otto the Great, in Italy. In the East the Byzantine troops fol- 
lowed the conquest of Tarsus by the occupation of Cilicia, while the fleet 
succeeded in taking from the Arabs the important island of Cyprus. In con- 
nection with the fall of Tarsus the Arab geographer of the thirteenth century, 
Yaqut, narrates an interesting story based on the accounts of refugees. Under 
the walls of Tarsus, he said, Nicephorus Phocas ordered that two banners 
be raised as emblems of “the land of the Romans” and “the land of Islam,” 
and commanded the heralds to announce that around the first banner should 
gather all who desired justice, impartiality, safety of property, family life, 
children, good roads, just laws, and kind treatment; and around the second, 
all those who upheld adultery, oppressive legislation, violence, extortion, the 
seizure of landed estates, and the confiscation of property.”° 

The occupation of Cilicia and Cyprus opened for Nicephorus the road to 
Syria, and he began to work toward the realization of his cherished dream: 
the conquest of Antioch, the heart of Syria. After a preliminary irruption into 
Syria, Nicephorus besieged Antioch, and when it became evident that the 
siege would last a very long time, the Emperor left his army and returned 
to the capital. During his absence, in the last year of his reign (969), his 
soldiers took Antioch with enormous spoils, thus fulfilling his great ambition. 
“Thus did Christian arms reconquer the great city of Antioch, the glorious 
Theoupolis [the name applied to the city by Justinian the Great], that ancient 
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rival of Byzantium in the east, the city of great patriarchs and great saints, 
councils and heresies.”** Soon after the fall of Antioch the Byzantine troops 
took one more important Syrian center, the city of Aleppo, the residence of 
the Hamdanids. There is in existence the interesting text of the agreement’ - 
between the Byzantine general and the master of Aleppo.”? This treaty de- 
fined very carefully the boundaries and names of the Syrian districts ceded 
to the Byzantine Emperor and of those over which he was to become suzerain. 
Chief among the conquered points was Antioch. The city of Aleppo (Haleb, 
in Arabic) became a vassal state of the Empire. The Muslim population was 
taxed in favor of Byzantium, while the Christians of the vassal districts were 
freed from all taxation. The ruler of Aleppo (the emir) agreed to aid the 
Emperor in case of war with the non-Muhammedans of those provinces. He 
also bound himself to protect Byzantine trade caravans which might enter 
his territory. The reconstruction of the destroyed churches was guaranteed 
to the Christians. Freedom to change from Christianity to Muhammedanism 
or vice versa was also guaranteed. 

The treaty was concluded after the death of Nicephorus Phocas, murdered 
at the end of the year 969. Never before had the Muslims been subjected to so 
much humiliation. Cilicia and a part of Syria with Antioch were taken from 
them, and a very large portion of their territory was placed under the suze- 
rainty of the Empire. 

The Arabian historian of the eleventh century, Yahya of Antioch, writes 
that the Muslim population was certain that Nicephorus Phocas would con- 
quer all of Syria and other provinces, too. “The incursions of Nicephorus,” 
wrote this chronicler, “became a pleasure for his soldiers, for nobody attacked 
them or opposed them; he marched wherever he pleased, and destroyed what- 
ever he liked, without encountering any Muslim, or anyone else who would 
divert him and prevent him from doing that which he wished. . . . Nobody 
could resist him.”?? The Greek historian of the time, Leo the Deacon, wrote 
that had Nicephorus not been assassinated, he would have been able “to fix 
the boundaries of their [i.e. Greek] Empire in the east as far as India, and 
in the west as far as the confines of the world,” in other words, the Atlantic 
Ocean.”* 

In the West the policy: of Nicephorus Phocas was a failure. In his time the 
last points in Sicily which still belonged to the Empire were conquered by 
the Muslims, so that Sicily was completely in their hands. The main problem 
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of John Tzimisces (969~76), who succeeded Phocas, was to secure the con- 
quests in Cilicia and Syria. During the first years of his reign he could not 
participate personally in the military activities on the eastern border, because 
the Russian and Bulgarian wars, and the insurrection of Bardas Phocas de- 
manded his undivided attention. He was victorious in the northern wars, and 
he also succeeded in suppressing the rebellion of Bardas Phocas. The Italian 
complications were settled through the marriage of the Byzantine princess, 
Theophano, to the heir of the German throne, the future Emperor Otto II. 
Only then was it possible for John Tzimisces to turn to his eastern problems. 

His campaigns against the eastern Muslims were highly successful. Regard- 
ing his last campaign an interesting source is the letter from John Tzimisces 
to his ally, Ashot III, king of Armenia, preserved in the works of the Armenian 
historian, Matthew of Edessa.”° This letter shows that the Emperor, in aiming 
to achieve his final goal of freeing Jerusalem from the hands of the Muslims, 
undertook a real crusade. He departed with his army from Antioch, entered 
Damascus, and in his southward movement advanced into Palestine, where 
the cities of Nazareth and Caesarea voluntarily delivered themselves to the 
Emperor; even Jerusalem began to plead for mercy. “If the pagan Africans 
who lived there,” wrote the Emperor in his letter to Ashot, “had not hidden 
out of fear of us in the seacoast castles, we would have entered, with God’s 
help, the sacred city of Jerusalem and prayed to God in the Holy Places.”*° 
But before reaching Jerusalem John Tzimisces directed his forces northward 
along the seacoast, and conquered many cities on his way. In the same letter 
the Emperor said, “Today all Phoenicia, Palestine, and Syria are freed from the 
Muhammedan yoke and recognize the authority of the Byzantine Greeks.”*" 
This letter, of course, contains many exaggerations. When it is compared with 
the testimony of the authentic information given by the Christian Arabian 
historian, Yahya of Antioch, it is evident that the results of the Palestinian 
campaign were much less notable. In all probability the Byzantine army did 
not go far beyond the boundaries of Syria.”* 

When the’ Byzantine soldiers returned to Antioch, the Emperor left for 
Constantinople, where he died early in 976. One Byzantine chronicler wrote, 
“All nations were horror-stricken by the attacks of John Tzimisces; he en- 
larged the land of the Romans; the Saracens and Armenians fled, the Persians 
feared him; and people from all sides carried gifts to him, beseeching him to 
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make peace with them; he marched as far as Edessa and the River Euphrates, 
and the earth became filled with Roman armies; Syria and Phoenicia were 
trampled by Roman horses, and he achieved great victories; the sword of 
the Christian cut down like a sickle.”?® However this last brilliant expedition 
of John Tzimisces did not accomplish the annexation of the conquered prov- 
inces, for his army returned to Antioch, which became the main base of the 
Byzantine military forces in the east during the latter part of the tenth century. 

Under the successor of John Tzimisces, Basil II (976-1025), the general 
state of affairs was not favorable for an aggressive policy in the east. The 
menacing insurrections of Bardas Sclerus and Bardas Phocas in Asia Minor 
and the continuing Bulgarian war demanded Basil’s undivided attention. Yet 
when the rebellions had been suppressed, the Emperor frequently participated 
in the struggle with the Muslims, even though the Bulgarian war had not 
ceased. The Syrian possessions of the Empire were greatly menaced by the 
caliph of Egypt, and the vassal city of Aleppo was occupied many times by 
the enemy’s army. By his personal appearance in Syria, at times unexpected, 
Basil frequently succeeded in restoring Byzantine influence in this province, 
but failed to make any significant new conquests. At the very outset of the 
eleventh century a treaty of peace was reached by the Emperor and the Egyp- 
tian Caliph Hakim of the dynasty of the Fatimids. During the remaining part 
of Basil’s reign there were no more serious collisions with the eastern Arabs. 
Meanwhile, Aleppo freed itself of its vassal dependence on the Byzantine 
Empire. 

Although officially peaceful relations were established between Basil and 
the Caliph Hakim, the latter sometimes pursued a policy of cruel persecution 
of the Christians, which undoubtedly greatly chagrined Basil as a Christian 
emperor. In 1009 Hakim ordered the destruction of the Church of the Holy 
Sepulcher and Golgotha at Jerusalem. Church relics and riches were seized, 
monks were exiled, and pilgrims persecuted. The contemporary Arabian 
historian, Yahya of Antioch, said that the executor of the severe will of Hakim 
“endeavored to destroy the Holy Sepulcher itself and raze it to the ground; 
he broke to pieces the greater portion of it and destroyed it.”*° The terrified 
Christians and Jews thronged the Muslim offices, promising to deny their 
religion and accept Islam. Hakim’s decree ordering the destruction of the 
temple was signed by his Christian minister. 

Basil II did nothing, apparently, for the defense of the persecuted Chris- 
tians and their sanctuaries. After Hakim’s death (1021) a period of tolerance 
toward Christians again set in, and in 1023 the patriarch of Jerusalem, Niceph- 
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orus, was sent to Constantinople to announce that the churches and their 
property had been restored to the Christians, that the Church of the Holy 
Sepulcher and all the destroyed churches in Egypt and Syria had been re- 
built, and that, in general, the Christians were safe in the dominions of the 
caliph.** Of course, these tales of the rapid restoration of temples in such a 
brief period of time were exaggerated. 

In the west the Sicilian Arabs continued their raids on southern Italy, and 
the Byzantine government, occupied in solving other problems, could do 
nothing against them. The intervention of the German Emperor Otto II 
(related to the Byzantine throne) in Italian affairs resulted after some suc- 
cesses in a severe defeat at the hands of the Arabs. By the end of his reign 
Basil II had begun to plan an extensive expedition for the reconquest of Sicily, 
but he died in the course of its preparation. 

The anarchy which set in after Basil’s death emboldened the Muslims to 
start a series of offensive movements, which were particularly successful in 
the districts of Aleppo. The situation was somewhat improved for the Em- 
pire by the young and gifted general, George Maniaces, who succeeded in 
occupying Edessa in the early thirties of the eleventh century, taking from 
it its second relic, the apocryphal letter of Jesus Christ to Abgar, king of 
Edessa.** After the fall of this city Emperor Romanus III proposed a treaty 
to the Muslims. Its first two conditions, concerning the city of Jerusalem, 
deserved special attention. First, the Christians should obtain the right to 
rebuild all the destroyed churches, and the Church of the Holy Sepulcher 
should be restored at the expense of the imperial treasury. Second, the Em- 
peror should keep the right of appointing the patriarch of Jerusalem. As a 
result of disagreement regarding several conditions of the treaty, negotiations 
lasted for a long time. The caliph seems not to have opposed these two de- 
mands. When the final agreement was reached in 1036, the Emperor received 
the right of restoring the Church of the Holy Sepulcher at his expense,** and 
in 1046 the Persian traveler, Nasiri-Khusrau, who had visited the restored 
church, described it as a most spacious building with a capacity of eight 
thousand persons; the edifice, he said, was built with the utmost skill, of 
colored marbles, with ornamentation and sculptures; inside the church was 
adorned everywhere with pictures and Byzantine brocade worked in gold. 
The legend recorded by this Persian traveler noted that even the Emperor 
himself came to Jerusalem, but privily, so that no one should recognize him. 
The Persian related: “In the days when Hakim was ruler of Egypt, the Greek 
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Caesar came in this manner to Jerusalem. When Hakim received news of this 
arrival, he sent for one of his cup-bearers and said to him, ‘There is a man 
of such and such a countenance and condition whom thou wilt find seated in 
the mosque of the Holy City; go-thou, therefore, and approach him, and 
say that Hakim hath sent thee to him, lest he should think that I, Hakim, 
knew not of his coming; but tell him to be of good cheer, for I have no evil 
intention against him.’ ”*4 

The Empire’s attempts to reconquer Sicily did not bring about any definite 
results, in spite of the fact that George Maniaces was victorious in several 
battles. It is interesting to know that the Sicilian expedition of this period 
included the Varangian-Russian Druzhina (company) which served the Em- 
pire. The famous hero of Scandinavian sagas, Harald Haardraade, also par- 
ticipated in this campaign. In the middle of the eleventh century the Byzan- 
tine Empire was confronted by a new enemy, the Seljuq Turks, who were 
prominent in the subsequent period of Byzantine history. 

Thus, in the time of the Macedonian dynasty, in spite of the troubled period - 
which followed the death of Basil II, the efforts of John Curcuas, Nicesharus/ 
Phocas, John Tzimisces, and Basil II widened the eastern borders of the Em-; ?**> 
pire as far as the Euphrates, and Syria, with Antioch, once more formed part| 
of Byzantine territory. This was the most brilliant period in the history of By- 
zantine relations with the eastern Muslims. 

At the same time very important and animated relations developed between 
the Empire and Armenia. For many centuries Armenia was the apple of dis- 
cord between Rome and Persia. Their ancient struggle for this buffer state had 
finally led to the division of Armenia between them at the end of the fourth 
century. The smaller western part with the city of Theodosiopolis (now 
Erzerum) had been taken by the Roman Empire; the larger eastern part had 
fallen to the Persian Sassanids, and was known in the east as Persarmenia. 
According to one historian, the political division of Armenia “into two parts, 
eastern and western, led to a cultural break in the life of the Armenian people 
due to the difference between the Byzantine and Iranian rule.”** Justinian 
the Great introduced important military and civil reforms in Armenia with the 
intention of destroying some of the surviving local customs and transforming 
Armenia into an ordinary imperial province. 

In the seventh century, after the conquest of Syria and the defeat of Persia, 
the Arabs occupied Armenia. Armenian, Greek, and Arabic sources give con- 
tradictory accounts of this event. The Armenians later tried to take advantage 
of the troubled affairs of the caliphate, which frequently turned the attention 
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of the Arabs away from Armenian problems, and made several attempts to 
throw off the new yoke. These attempts at revolt were repaid by terrible 
devastations on the part of the Arabs. N. Marr said that at the beginning of 
the eighth century Armenia was completely ruined by the Arabs; “the feudal 
lords were exterminated with much cruelty and the glorious achievements 
of Christian architecture were destroyed. In short, the fruit of all the cultural 
efforts of the preceding centuries was reduced to nothing.”** 

When the Arabian caliph found himself greatly in need of Armenian aid 
for his struggle with the Byzantine Empire in the middle of the ninth century, 
he conferred the title of “Prince of Princes” upon the Armenian ruler Ashot, 
of the family of Bagratids. The wise administration of this ruler received 
general recognition, and at the end of the ninth century the caliph conferred 
upon him the title of king. By this act a new Armenian kingdom, ruled by 
the dynasty of Bagratids, was definitely established. When news of this reached 
Basil I, shortly before his death, he hastened to bestow a similar honor upon 
the new king of Armenia by sending him a royal crown and signing with 
him a treaty of friendship and union. Basil, in a letter, called Ashot his be- 
loved son, and assured him that of all states Armenia would always remain 

S the closest ally of the Empire.*” This shows cee both the Emperor and 


the caliph tempi to secur¢ Ashot the Bagrati 


_ against each other.*® 


as an ally in their struggle 


The anarchy which set in after Ashot’s death forced the Muslims to inter- 
vene in the internal affairs of Armenia, and it was only in the reign of Ashot 
II “the Iron” in the first half of the tenth century*® that the Armenian territory 
was cleared to some extent of the Arabs, with the help of the Byzantine army 
and the assistance of the King of Iberia (Georgia, Gruzia). Ashot himself 
visited the court of Romanus Lecapenus at Constantinople and was accorded 
a triumphant reception. He was the first ruler to assume the title of Shahin- 
shah, meaning “King of Kings,” of Armenia. His successor, Ashot III, trans- 
ferred the official capital of his kingdom to the fortress of Ani in the second 
half of the tenth century, where in a subsequent period many magnificent 
edifices were erected. The city which grew up there became a rich center 
of civilization. Up to World War I the ruins of Ani were within the bound- 
aries of Russia, and to them the Russian scholar N. Marr devoted much 
time. His excavations resulted in brilliant discoveries, highly significant not 
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only for the history of Armenia and the civilization of the Caucasian peoples 
in general, but also for a clearer conception of Byzantine influence in the 
Christian East. 

The new disturbances in Armenia in connection with the invasions of the 
Seljuq Turks forced Basil II to assume personal leadership as soon as the Bul- 
garian war was over. As a result, one part of Armenia was annexed to the 
Empire and the other part placed in vassal dependence. This new expansion 
of the Empire in the East, for which the capital accorded Basil a triumphant 
reception, was the last military victory in the active and glorious reign of the 
aged basileus.*° In the forties of the eleventh century, under Constantine IX 
Monomachus, the new capital of Armenia, Ani, was taken over by the Em- 
pire. This put an end to the rule of the Bagratids (Bagratuni). The last mem- 
ber of the dynasty was induced to come to Constantinople, where he received 
in place of his lost kingdom lands in Cappadocia, a money pension, and a 
palace on the Bosphorus. The Byzantine Empire, however, was unable to 
maintain its power in Armenia because the people were greatly dissatisfied 
with the administrative as well as the religious policy of the central govern- 
ment. Most of the Byzantine troops who occupied Armenia, moreover, were 
removed and recalled to Europe to defend Constantine Monomachus, first 
against the insurrection of Leo Tornikios, and then against the Patzinaks 
(Pechenegs). The Turks, taking advantage of the existing state of affairs, 
made frequent irruptions into Armenia and gradually conquered it. 


Relations of the Byzantine Empire with the Bulgarians and Magyars 


The relations with Bulgaria in the time of the Macedonian emperors were 
extremely significant for the Empire. Although in the time of King Simeon 
Bulgaria became a formidable enemy of the Byzantine Empire, threatening 
even the capital and the Emperor’s power, the rulers of the Macedonian dy- 
nasty completely subjected this kingdom and transformed it into a Byzantine 
province. 

During the reign of Basil I peaceful relations were maintained with Bul- 
garia. Immediately after the death of Michael III the negotiations concerning 
the restoration of the union between the Bulgarian and Greek churches came 
to a happy ending. King Boris went so far as to send his son, Simeon, to be 
educated in Constantinople. These friendly relations were very advantageous 
for both sides. Relieved of all anxiety about his northern borders, Basil could 
pour all his forces into the struggle with the eastern Arabs in the heart of Asia 
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Minor and the western Muslims in Italy. Boris, in his turn, needed peace for 
the internal upbuilding of his kingdom, which had only recently adopted 
Christianity. 

After the accession of Leo VI (886), peace with Bulgaria was broken im- 
mediately because of some dispute regarding certain customs duties which 
were highly detrimental to Bulgarian trade. Bulgaria was ruled at this time 
by its very famous King Simeon, son of Boris. His “love of knowledge led him 
to reread the books of the ancients,”** and he rendered his kingdom great 
services in the realms of culture and education. His wide political schemes 
were to be realized at the expense of the Byzantine Empire. Leo VI, aware of 
the fact that he was unable to offer adequate resistance to Simeon because the 
Byzantine army was engaged in the Arabian campaigns, appealed for help to 
the wild Magyars. The latter agreed to make a sudden invasion of Bulgaria 
from the north in order to divert Simeon’s attention from the Byzantine 
borders. 

This was a very significant moment in the history of Europe. For the first 
time, at the end of the ninth century, a new people, the Magyars (Hungarians, 
Ugrians; Byzantine sources frequently call them Turks, and western sources 
sometimes refer to them as Avars),** became involved in the international 
relations of European states, or, as C. Grot put it, this was “the first appear- 
ance of the Magyars on the arena of European wars as an ally of one of the 
most civilized nations.”** Simeon was defeated by the Magyars in several early 
battles, but he showed much skill in handling the difficult situation, by try- 
ing to gain time in negotiations with the Byzantine Empire, during which 
he succeeded in winning over the Patzinaks. With their aid he defeated the 
Magyars and forced them to move north to the place of their future state in 
the valley of the Middle Danube. After this victory Simeon turned his atten- 
tion to the Byzantine Empire. A decisive victory over the Greek troops brought 
him to the very walls of Constantinople. The defeated Emperor succeeded in 
Negotiating a peace treaty according to which he bound himself to refrain 
from any hostile action against the Bulgarians and to send rich gifts to Simeon 
every year. 

After the Arabian siege and pillage of Thessalonica in the year 904, Simeon 
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became very desirous of annexing this great city to his kingdom. Leo VI 
succeeded in preventing the realization of this scheme only by ceding to the 
Bulgarians other lands of the Empire. The boundary stone set up between 
Bulgaria and the Byzantine Empire in 904 still exists. It bears an interesting 
inscription concerning the agreement between the two powers,** about which 
the Bulgarian historian Zlatarsky commented: “According to this agreement 
all the Slavonic lands of contemporary southern Macedonia and southern Al- 
bania, which until this time belonged to the Byzantine Empire, now [in 904] 
became part of the Bulgarian Kingdom; in other words, by this treaty Simeon 
united under the Bulgarian sceptre all those Slavonic tribes of the Balkan 
peninsula which gave Bulgarian nationality its ultimate aspect.”*° From the 
time of this treaty until the end of Leo’s rule no collisions occurred between 
Bulgaria and the Byzantine Empire. 

During the period which elapsed between the death of Leo VI and the death 
of Simeon the Bulgarian in 927 there was almost continuous warfare between 
the Empire and Bulgaria, and Simeon very definitely strove to conquer Con- 
stantinople. In vain did Patriarch Nicholas Mysticus send him abject epistles, 
written “not with ink, but with tears.”** At times the patriarch tried to abash 
Simeon and threatened that the Byzantine Empire would form an alliance 
with the Russians, the Patzinaks, the Alans, and the western Turks, i.e., the 
Magyars or Hungarians.*’ But Simeon was well aware that these projected 
alliances could not be realized, and hence the threats had no effect upon him. 
The Bulgarian army defeated the Greeks in several battles. Greek losses were 
especially severe in 917, when the Byzantine troops were annihilated at the 
river Achelous, close to Anchialus (in Thrace). The historian Leo the Deacon 
visited the site of the battle at the end of the tenth century and wrote: “Even 
now one can see heaps of bones close to Anchialus, where the Roman army, 
taking to flight, was ingloriously cut to pieces.”** After the battle of Achelous 
the way to Constantinople lay open to Simeon. But in 918 the Bulgarian 
armies were occupied in Serbia.*® In g1g the clever and energetic admiral 
Romanus Lecapenus became emperor. Meanwhile the Bulgarians forged their 
way as far south as the Dardanelles,”° and in g22 took Hadrianople (Odrin). 
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Thence their troops penetrated into Middle Greece on the one hand and on 
the other to the walls of Constantinople, which they threatened to occupy 
at any moment. The suburban palaces of the Emperor were put to the torch. 
Meanwhile, Simeon attempted to form an alliance with the African Arabs 
for a joint siege of the capital. All of Thrace and Macedonia, excepting Con- 
stantinople and Thessalonica, were in the hands of the Bulgarian forces. Ex- 
cavations made by the Russian Archaeological Institute of Constantinople near 
Aboba in northeastern Bulgaria have revealed several columns intended for 
the great church near the king’s palace; their historical interest lies in their 
inscriptions, which list the names of the Byzantine cities Simeon occupied. It 
was partly on the possession of the larger part of Byzantine territory in the 
Balkan peninsula that Simeon based his right to call himself “emperor of 
the Bulgarians and Greeks.” 

In 923 or 924 the famous interview between Romanus Lecapenus and 
Simeon took place under the walls of Constantinople. The Emperor, who ar- 
rived first, came from his imperial yacht and Simeon from the land. The two 
monarchs greeted each other and conversed; Romanus’ speech has been pre- 
served.** Some sort of truce was arranged, with conditions comparatively not 
too harsh, though Romanus had to pay a yearly tribute to Simeon. Simeon, 
however, was now compelled to retreat from Constantinople because he an- 
ticipated great danger from the newly formed Serbian kingdom, which was 
carrying on negotiations with the Byzantine Empire, and also because he had 
not attained satisfactory results in his negotiations with the Arabs. He later 
began to organize a new campaign against Constantinople, but he died in 
the midst of his preparations (927). 

In the time of Simeon Bulgarian territory expanded enormously. It ex- 
tended from the shores of the Black Sea to the Adriatic coast, and from the 
lower Danube to central Thrace and Macedonia, as far as Thessalonica. For 
these achievements, Simeon’s name is significant for the first attempt to 
replace Greek domination in the Balkan peninsula by Slavonic supremacy. 

Simeon was succeeded by the meek Peter, who by his marriage became re- 
lated to the Byzantine Emperor. The peace treaty that was signed by the 
Empire recognized his royal title, as well as the Bulgarian patriarchate es- 
tablished by Simeon. This peace lasted for some forty years. After the long 
succession of brilliant Bulgar victories, the terms of this peace, very satisfactory 
to Byzantium, “scarcely disguised the fact that actually Bulgaria had col- 
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lapsed.”°? This treaty represented a real success of wise and energetic policy 
on the part of Romanus Lecapenus. “Great Bulgaria” of Simeon’s time was 
torn asunder by internal strife under Peter. In connection with the collapse 
of the political might of Bulgaria, the Magyars and the Patzinaks invaded 
Thrace in 934 and penetrated as far as Constantinople. In 943 they reappeared 
in Thrace. Romanus Lecapenus concluded with them a five years’ peace, 
which was renewed after his fall and lasted throughout the reign of Constan- 
tine Porphyrogenitus.”* Later, in the second half of the tenth century, the 
Magyars invaded the Balkan peninsula several times. The decline of Bul- 
garia’s strength was very advantageous for the Byzantine Empire. Nicephorus 
Phocas and John Tzimisces continued to struggle persistently with the Bul- 
garians, and were aided by the Russian Prince Sviatoslav at the invitation of 
Nicephorus Phocas. When the success of Russian arms in Bulgaria brought 
Sviatoslav to the very borders of the Empire, however, the Emperor became 
greatly disturbed, and with reason, because the Russian troops later advanced 
so far on Byzantine territory that an early Russian chronicler reports that 
Sviatoslav “had almost reached the walls of Tzargrad (Constantinople).”5* 
John Tzimisces directed his forces against the Russians under the pretext of 
defending Bulgaria from the onslaught of the new conquerors. He defeated 
Sviatoslav, conquered all of Eastern Bulgaria, and captured the entire Bul- 
garian dynasty. The annexation of eastern Bulgaria was thus definitely com- 
pleted in the time of John Tzimisces. 

After his death the Bulgarians took advantage of the internal complications 
in the Empire and rebelled against Byzantine domination. The outstanding 
leader of this period was Samuel, the energetic ruler of western independent 
Bulgaria, and probably the founder of a new dynasty, “one of the most promi- 
nent rulers of the First Bulgarian Empire.”®* For a long time the struggle of 
Basil II with Samuel went against the Byzantine Empire, chiefly because its 
forces were engaged in eastern wars. Samuel conquered many new districts 
and proclaimed himself king of Bulgaria. Only at the beginning of the 
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eleventh century did fortune begin to smile upon Basil. So cruel was his fight 
with the Bulgarians that he was given the name of Bulgaroctonus (“Slayer of 
the Bulgarians”). When Samuel beheld 14,000 Bulgarians blinded by Basil II 
and sent back to their homeland, he died of shock received from this horrible 
sight. After his death in 1014, Bulgaria was too weak to resist the Greeks, and 
was soon conquered by the Byzantine Empire. In 1018 the first Bulgarian 
kingdom ceased to exist, for it was transformed into a Byzantine province 
ruled by an imperial governor. It preserved its internal autonomy to a certain 
extent, however. . 

The Bulgarian rebellion, which broke out against the Empire in about the 
middle of the eleventh century under the leadership of Peter Delyan, was 
suppressed and resulted in the nullification of Bulgarian autonomy. During 
the period of Byzantine domination the districts populated by Bulgarians 
gradually were penetrated by Hellenic culture. The Bulgarian people, how- 
ever, maintained their nationality, which reached particular strength when 
the Second Bulgarian Kingdom was formed in the twelfth century. 

According to an Austrian historian, “the downfall of the Bulgarian King- 
dom in 1018 belongs among the most important and decisive events of the 
eleventh century, and of the Middle Ages in general. The Roman (Byzantine) 
Empire was again raised up and extended from the Adriatic to the Black Sea, 
from the Danube to the southern extremity of the Peloponnesus.”*® 
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The Byzantine Empire and Russia 


In the time of the Macedonian dynasty very animated relations developed 
between Russia and Byzantium. According to the Russian chronicler, during 
the reign of Leo VI the Wise in the year go7 the Russian Prince Oleg appeared 
at the walls of Constantinople with numerous vessels. After pillaging the 
environs of the capital and killing a large number of people, Oleg forced 
the Emperor to initiate negotiations and reach a final agreement. Although 
no sources, Byzantine, western, or eastern, known up to recent times, refer 
to this expedition or to the name of Oleg, this account of the Russian 
chronicler, touched with legendary detail as it 1s, is based on actual historical! 
events. It is very probable that this preliminary agreement of 907 was con- 
firmed in g11 by a formal treaty which, also according to the old Russian 
chronicler, provided important trade privileges for the Russians.°’ 
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The famous history of Leo the Deacon, an invaluable source for the second 
half of the tenth century, has an interesting passage which does not usually 
receive due consideration, although at present it ought to be viewed as the sole 
hint at Oleg’s treaties found in Greek sources. This hint is the threat to 
Sviatoslav which Leo the Deacon put into the mouth of John Tzimisces: “I 
hope you have not forgotten the defeat of your father Igor who, having 
scorned the sworn agreements (ras évépKous omovodds), came by sea to the 
imperial city with a great army and numerous vessels.”°* These “sworn agree- 
ments” made with the Byzantine Empire before Igor’s time must have been 
the agreements of Oleg reported by the Russian chronicler. It might be in- 
teresting to compare the reference just given with the accounts found in By- 
zantine sources of the presence of Russian subsidiary troops in the Byzantine 
army from the early tenth century, and with the corresponding clause of the 
treaty of g11 (as given in the Russian chronicle), which permits the Russians, 
if they should so desire, to serve in the army of the Byzantine Emperor.”® 

In 1912 a Jewish scholar in America, Schechter, edited and translated into 
English the surviving fragments of an interesting Jewish medieval text on 
Khazaro-Russian-Byzantine relations in the tenth century. The value of this 
document is especially great because of the fact that it mentions the name 
of “Helgu [Oleg], the King of Russia” and contains some new evidence about 
him, such as the story of his unsuccessful expedition to Constantinople.*° The 
chronological and topographical difficulties presented by this text are still 
in a stage of preliminary investigation; hence it is too early to pass any definite 


321 


paign against Constantinople. Authentic Rus- 
sian history is supposed to have started only 
in the year 941 with the expedition of the 
Russian Prince Igor against Constantinople; 
everything before this date is classed as legend 
and tradition tinged with fable. See H. 
Grégoire, “La légende d’Oleg et I’expedition 
d’Igor,” Bulletin de la classe des lettres de 
l’ Académie Royale de Belgique, XXIII (1937), 
80-94. It would be out of place to list here 
the names of the subscribers to this point of 
view. Vasiliev, “The Second Russian Attack on 
Constantinople,” Dumbarton Oaks Papers, VI 
(1951), 161-225. 

58 Historiae, VI, 10; Bonn ed., 106.. See 
Rambaud, L’Empire grec au dixiéme siecle, 
374. A. Kunik, On the Report of the To- 
parchus Gothicus, 87. M. Suzumov, “On the 
Sources of Leo the Deacon and Scylitzes,” 
Vizantiyskoe Obozrenie, Il, 1 (1916), 165. 

59 Vasiliev, Byzantium and the Arabs, ll, 
166-67. 

60S. Schechter, “An Unknown Khazar Doc- 


ument,” Jewish Quarterly Review, NS. III 
(1912-13), 181-219; the name of Helgu, 217- 
18. See P. C. Kokovtzov, “A New Jewish 
Document on the Khazars and the Khazaro- 
Russo-Byzantine Relations in the Tenth Cen- 
tury,” Journal of the Ministry of Public 
Instruction, XLVIII (1913), 150-72. Kokovt- 
zov, “A Note on the JudeoKhazar Manu- 
scripts at Cambridge and Oxford,” Comptes- 
rendus de l’Académie des Sciences de l'Union 
des Républiques Soviétiques Soctalistes 
(1926), 121-24. A new interpretation of this 
letter is given by V. A. Moshin, “Again on 
the Newly Discovered Khazar Document,” 
Publications of the Russian Archacological 
Society in the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats, and 
Slovenes, 1 (1927), 41-60; the author denies 
the name of Oleg and refers the data of the 
documents to the later events of the years 943- 
45. A new Russian translation of this docu- 
ment by Kokovtzov, 4 Hebrew-Khazar Cor- 
respondence of the Tenth Century, xxvi- 
XXXVI, 113-23. 


The Macedonian Epoch (867-1081) 


judgment about this unquestionably interesting document. In any event, the 
publication of this text has brought about a new attempt to re-examine the 
chronology of Oleg given by the old Russian chronicles. 

In the time of Romanus Lecapenus the capital was twice attacked by the 
Russian Prince Igor. His name has been preserved not only in Russian chron- 
icles, but in Greek and Latin sources as well. His first campaign in the year 
941 was undertaken on numerous vessels which sailed to the Bithynian coast 
of the Black Sea and to the Bosphorus. Here the Russians pillaged the seacoast 
and advanced along the Asiatic shore of the Strait to Chrysopolis (now Scutari, 
facing Constantinople), but the expedition ended with complete failure for 
Igor. A large number of Russian vessels were destroyed by Greek fire, and 
the remnants of Igor’s fleet returned to the north. The Russian prisoners cap- 
tured by the Greeks were put to death. 

Igor’s forces for his second campaign in 944 were much greater than those 
of his earlier expedition. The Russian chronicler related that Igor organized 
a large army of “Varangians, Russians, Poliane, Slavs, Krivichi, Tivertsy, and 
Patzinaks.”* The Byzantine Emperor, frightened by these preparations, sent 
his best noblemen (4oyars) to Igor and to the Patzinaks, offering them costly 
gifts and promising to pay Igor a tribute similar to that received by Oleg. In 
spite of all this Igor started out for Constantinople, but when he reached the 
banks of the Danube he consulted his druzhina (company) and decided to 
accept the conditions proposed by the Empire and return to Kiev. In the 
following year the Greeks and Russians negotiated a treaty on conditions less 
favorable to the Russians than those of Oleg. This peace agreement was to 
last “as long as the sun shall shine and the world shall stand, in the present 
centuries, and in the centuries to come.”*” 

The friendly relations established by this treaty were expressed more con- 
cretely under Constantine VII Porphyrogenitus in the year 957, when the 
Russian Grand Princess Olga (Elga) arrived at Constantinople and was mag- 
nificently received by the Emperor, the Empress, and the heir to the throne. 
Olga’s reception has been described in detail in an official contemporary 
record, the famous work of the tenth century Concerning the Ceremonies of 
the Byzantine Court.®* The relations of Nicephorus Phocas and John Tzimis- 
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ces with the Russian prince Sviatoslav have been discussed in connection with 
the Bulgarian wars. 

Stull more important were the relations of Basil II Bulgaroctonus with the 
Russian Prince Vladimir, whose name is closely connected with the con- 
version of Russia to Christianity. In the ninth decade of the tenth century 
the position of the Emperor and his dynasty seemed very critical. Bardas 
Phocas, the leader of the rebellion against Basil, won over to his side almost all 
of Asia Minor and drew close to the capital; at the same time the northern 
provinces of the Empire were in danger of being invaded by the victorious 
Bulgarians. Basil appealed for help to the northern Prince Vladimir, and 
succeeded in forming an alliance with him on the condition that Vladimir 
should send 6000 soldiers to aid Basil, for which he was to receive the hand 
of the Emperor’s sister, Anna, and promise to accept Christianity and convert 
his people. With the help of this subsidiary Russian regiment, the so-called 
“Varangian-Russian Druzhina” (Company), the insurrection of Bardas 
Phocas was suppressed and its leader killed. But Basil was apparently unwill- 
ing to live up to his promise of arranging the marriage of his sister, Anna, to 
Vladimir. Then the Russian prince besieged and took the important Byzan- 
tine city of Cherson (Chersonesus, or Korsun) in the Crimea and forced 
Basil to yield and fulfill his original promise. Vladimir was baptized and mar- 
ried the Byzantine princess, Anna. It is not known exactly whether Russia’s 
conversion to Christianity took place in 988 or in 989. Some scholars accept 
the former date; others, the latter. Peaceful and friendly relations were estab- 
lished between Russia and the Byzantine Empire, and they lasted for a con- 
siderable length of time. Both countries engaged freely in extensive trade 
with one another. 

According to one source, during the reign of Constantine Monomachus, in 
1043, “the Scythian merchants” (i.e., Russians) in Constantinople and the 
Greeks had a quarrel, during which a Russian nobleman was killed.™ It is 
very probable that this incident was used by Russia as a sufficient motive for a 
new campaign against the Byzantine Empire. The Russian Great Prince 
Iaroslav the Wise sent his older son, Vladimir, with a large army on numerous 
vessels to Byzantine shores. This Russian fleet was almost demolished by the 
imperial forces through the use of Greek fire. The remnants of the Russian 
army of Vladimir hastened to retreat.*°° This expedition was the last under- 
taken by the Russians against Constantinople in the Middle Ages. The ethno- 
graphic changes which occurred in the steppes of present-day southern Russia 
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in the middle of the eleventh century because of the appearance of the Turkish 
tribe of the Polovtzi removed all possibilities of direct relations between 
Russia and the Byzantine Empire. 


The Patzinak problem 


In the eleventh century the Patzinaks of the Greek sources, or the Pechenegs 
of the Russian chronicles, exerted enormous influence upon the fate of the 
Empire for a considerable length of time. There was even a period, shortly 
before the First Crusade, when for the only time in their brief and barbarian 
historical existence the Patzinaks played a very significant part in world his- 
tory. | 
The Byzantine Empire had known the Patzinaks for a long time. They 
had settled some time in the ninth century on the territory of modern Wal- 
lachia, north of the Lower Danube, and in the plains of what is now Southern 
Russia, so that their territory extended from the Lower Danube to the shores 
of the Dnieper, and sometimes even beyond this river. In the west the border 
line between their territory and the Bulgarian kingdom was definitely es- 
tablished, but in the east there was no district boundary because the Patzinaks 
were constantly forced to the west by other barbaric nomadic tribes, especially 
by the Uzes and the Cumans, or Polovtzi. The Patzinaks, the Uzes, and the 
Cumans were all tribes of Turkish origin, and therefore akin to the Seljuq 
Turks, who began to menace Byzantine possessions in Asia Minor in the 
eleventh century. The Cumanian dictionary or lexicon, which survives today, 
proves convincingly that the language of the Cumans or the Polovtzi is so 
closely related to other Turkish tongues that the difference between them is 
only that of dialects. For future historical developments this kinship between 
the Patzinaks and the Seljuq Turks was of very great importance. 

The Byzantine rulers considered the Patzinaks as their most significant 
northern neighbors because they were the basic element in maintaining the 
equilibrium of the Empire’s relations with the Russians, Magyars, and Bul- 
garians. Constantine Porphyrogenitus devoted much space to the Patzinaks in 
his work On the Administration of the Empire, written in the tenth century 
and dedicated to his son Romanus, who was to succeed him on the Byzantine 
throne. The royal writer advises his son first of all to maintain peaceful and 
friendly relations with the Patzinaks for the benefit of the Empire; for so 
long as the Patzinaks remain friendly to the Empire, neither the Russians, nor 
the Magyars, nor the Bulgarians will be able to attack Byzantine territory. 
From many things recorded by Constantine in this work it is also evident 
that the Patzinaks served as mediators in the trade relations of the Byzantine 
districts in the Crimea (the theme of Cherson) with Russia, Khazaria, and 
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other neighboring countries.°* Hence the Patzinaks of the tenth century 
were of great importance to the Byzantine Empire, both politically and eco- 
nomically. 

In the second half of the tenth and early part of the eleventh centuries 
conditions changed. Eastern Bulgaria was conquered by John Tzimisces, and 
Basil II continued the conquest until all of Bulgaria was under Byzantine 
sway. The Patzinaks, who had formerly been separated from the Byzantine 
Empire by the Bulgarian kingdom, now became direct neighbors of the 
Empire. These new neighbors were so strong and numerous and aggressive 
that the Empire was unable to offer adequate resistance to their onslaught, 
caused by the pressure of the Polovtzi from behind. Theophylact of Bulgaria, 
the church writer of the eleventh century, spoke of the irruptions of the Pat- 
zinaks, whom he called Scythians: “Their invasion is a flash of lightning; 
their retreat is both heavy and light at the same time: heavy with spoils and 
light in the speed of their flight. . . . The most terrible thing about them is 
that they exceed in number the bees of the springtime, and no one knows yet 
how many thousands, or tens of thousands they count; their number is in- 
calculable.”*’ Until the middle of the eleventh century, however, the Empire, 
apparently, had no cause to fear the Patzinaks. They became dangerous only 
when, in the middle of that century, they crossed the Danube. 

V. G. Vasilievsky, who was the first among historians to make clear the 
historical significance of the Patzinaks, wrote in 1872 concerning their advance’ 
into Byzantine territory: “This event, which has escaped the attention of all 
modern historical works, had enormous significance for the history of hu- 
manity. In its consequences it was almost as important as the crossing of the 
Danube by the western Goths, which initiated the so-called migration of 
nations.”°® | 

Constantine Monomachus (1042-55) assigned the Patzinaks certain Bul- 
garian districts for settlement and gave them three fortresses on the shore 
of the Danube. It became the duty of the Patzinak settlers to defend the 
borders of the Empire from the attacks of their kinsmen who remained on 
the other side of the river, as well as against the campaigns of the Russian 
princes. 

But the Patzinaks on the northern shores of the Danube were persistently 
advancing to the south. In the early period of their irruptions they had crossed 
the Danube in large numbers (some sources speak of 800,000 people)°° and 
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had descended as far as Hadrianople, while some of their smaller detachments 
had reached the capital. Still, the troops of Constantine Monomachus were 
able to resist these hordes and deal them very painful blows. But toward the 
end of Constantine’s reign it became more difficult to oppose the advance 
of the Patzinaks. The expedition organized by the Emperor toward the end 
of his reign resulted in a complete annihilation of the Byzantine army. “In 
a terrible night of slaughter the crushed Byzantine regiments were destroyed 
by the barbarians almost without any resistance; only a small number of them 
escaped somehow and reached Hadrianople. All the gains of former victories 
were lost.””° 

This complete defeat made it impossible for the Empire to begin a new 
struggle with the Patzinaks, and the Emperor was forced to buy peace at a 
very heavy price. His generous gifts induced them to promise to live peace- 
fully in their provinces north of the Balkans. The Empire also bestowed By- 
zantine court titles upon the Patzinak princes. Thus, in the later years of 
the Macedonian dynasty, especially in the time of Constantine Monomachus, 
the Patzinaks were the most dangerous enemy of the Empire in the north. 


Relations with Italy and western Europe 


The Italian developments of this period consisted primarily of the successful 
Arabian campaigns in Sicily and southern Italy. By the middle of the ninth 
‘century the republic of St. Mark (Venice) freed itself completely of Byzantine 
power and became an independent state. The Empire and this new state 
treated each other like independent governments in all the negotiations which 
arose later, for example, in the time of Basil I. In the ninth century their in- 
terests coincided in many points in so far as the aggressive movement of the 
western Arabs and the Adriatic Slavs were concerned. 

From the time of Basil I an interesting correspondence with Louis II exists. 
It appears from the letters exchanged by these two rulers that they were en- 
gaged in a heated dispute regarding the illegal adoption of the imperial title 
by Louis II. Thus, even in the second half of the ninth century the results of 
the coronation of 800 were still in evidence. Although some historians have 
asserted that the letter of Louis II to Basil is spurious,’* recent historians do 
not support this opinion.’? Basil’s attempt to form an alliance with Louis 
II failed. The Byzantine occupation of Bari and Tarentum and the successful 
operations of Nicephorus Phocas against the Arabs in southern Italy raised 
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Byzantine influence in Italy toward the end of Basil’s reign. The smaller 
Italian possessions, such as the duchies of Naples, Beneventum, Spoleto, the 
principality of Salerno, and others, frequently changed their attitude toward 
the Byzantine Empire in correspondence with the course of the Byzantine 
campaign against the Arabs. Disregarding the recent break with the eastern 
church, Pope John VIII began active negotiations with Basil I, for he fully 
appreciated the extent of the Arabian menace to Rome. In striving to form 
a political alliance with the Eastern Empire the pope showed his readiness to 
make many concessions. Some scholars go so far as to attribute the absence of 
an emperor in the West for three and a half years after the death of Charles 
the Bold (877) to the fact that John VIII purposely delayed the coronation 
of a western ruler in order to avoid hurting the feelings of the Byzantine 
Emperor, whose aid was so much needed by Rome.”* 

In the time of Leo VI, Byzantine possessions in Italy were divided into two 
themes: Calabria and Longobardia. The Calabrian theme was all that was 
left of the vast Sicilian theme because, through the fall of Syracuse and Taor- 
mina, Sicily was entirely in the hands of the Arabs. As a result of the success 
of Byzantine arms in Italy Leo VI definitely separated Longobardia from 
the theme of Kephallenia, or the Ionian Islands, and made it an independent 
theme with its own strategus. Because of the incessant warfare, during which 
Byzantine forces were not always victorious, the borders of Calabria and 
Longobardia changed frequently. With the increase of Byzantine influence 
in southern Italy in the tenth century there was also a noticeable growth in 
the number of Greek monasteries and churches, some of which later became 
important cultural centers. , 

In the same century the Byzantine Empire and Italy witnessed the rise of 
a strong rival in the person of the German ruler, Otto I, crowned with the 
imperial crown in Rome by Pope John XII in 962. He is known in history 
as the founder of “The Holy Roman Empire of the German Nation.” Upon 
assuming the imperial title, Otto strove to become master of all Italy. This 
was, of course, a direct infringement upon Byzantine interests, especially in 
Longobardia. Negotiations between Otto and the eastern Emperor, Niceph- 
orus Phocas, who was at this time probably dreaming of an offensive alliance 
with the German ruler against the Muslims, progressed very slowly, and Otto 
suddenly made an unsuccessful inroad into the Byzantine provinces of south- 
ern Italy. 

For new negotiations with the eastern Emperor the German ruler sent 
to Constantinople his legate, Liudprand, the bishop of Cremona, who had 
been once before ambassador to the Byzantine court in the time of Constan- 
tine Porphyrogenitus. The population on the shores of the Bosphorus did not 
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greet him with due respect, and he was exposed to great humiliation and 
many insults. He later wrote an account of his second sojourn at the Con- 
stantinopolitan court in the form of a malicious libel, which was in sharp 
contrast to his reverent description of his first visit to the eastern capital. From 
this second account, usually known as the Relation on the Constantinopolitan 
Legation (Relatio de legatione constantinopolitana), it appears that the By- 
zantine Empire continued the old disputes about the title of basileus assumed 
by the western ruler. Liudprand accused the Byzantines of being weak and 
inactive, and justified the claims of his sovereign. In one part of this work 
he wrote, “Whom does Rome serve, about whose liberation you make so much | 
noise? To whom does the city pay taxes? And did not this ancient city 
formerly serve courtesans? And then, in a time when all men were asleep 
and even in a state of impotence, my sovereign, the most august emperor, 
freed Rome of that shameful servitude.”** When Liudprand became aware 
of the fact that the Greeks were prolonging the negotiations intentionally in 
order to gain time for the organization of an Italian campaign, forbidding 
him meanwhile to hold any communications with his Emperor, he made 
every effort to depart from Constantinople, succeeding only after much 
trouble and prolonged delay. 

The break between the two empires was accomplished, and Otto I invaded 
the province of Apulia. However, the new Byzantine Emperor, John Tzimis- 
ces, completely altered the Byzantine policy toward Italy. Not only did he 
conclude a treaty of peace with the German ruler, but he strengthened his 
relations with him by arranging the marriage of Otto’s son and heir, Otto I], 
to the Byzantine Princess Theophano. Thus an aJliance was finally formed be- 
tween the two empires. The Arabian attacks on southern Italy, against which 
the successor of John Tzimisces, Basil II, could do nothing because his atten- 
tion was claimed by the internal disturbances in the Byzantine Empire, forced 
the young Emperor Otto II (973-983) to organize a campaign against the 
Arabs. In one of the battles he was defeated, and died soon after. From this 
time on German advance into the Byzantine themes of Italy ceased for a long 
period of time. 

At the end of the tenth century an administrative reform took place in 
Byzantine Italy. The former strategus of Longobardia was replaced by the 
catapan of Italy, who resided in Bari. As long as the various Italian kingdoms 
were engaged in mutual strife, the Byzantine catapan was able to handle the 
difficult problem of defending the southern coast of Italy against the Saracens. 

The son of the Princess Theophano, Otto III (983-1002), educated in 
profound reverence for the Byzantine Empire and classical culture, was a 
contemporary and a relative of Basil II and a pupil of the famous scholar, 
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Gerbert, who later became Pope Sylvester II. Otto III made no secret of his 


hatred for German coarseness, and dreamed of the restoration of the ancient 
Empire with Old Rome as the capital. According to James Bryce, “None 
save he desired to make the seven-hilled city again the city of dominion, re- 
ducing Germany and Lombardy and Greece to their rightful place of sub- 
ject provinces. No one else so forgot the present to live in the light of the 
ancient order; no other soul was so possessed by that fervid mysticism and 
that reverence for the glories of the past whereon rested the idea of the 
Medieval Empire.”"* Although the prestige of ancient Rome was extremely 
high in Otto’s imagination, still he was attracted chiefly to eastern Rome, 
to that court of fairy-like magnificence where his mother had been born and 
bred. Only in following the footsteps of the Byzantine rulers did Otto III 
hope to restore the imperial throne in Rome. He called himself imperator 
romanorum, and referred to the future world-monarchy as Orbis romanus. 
This young enthusiast, whose illusory schemes promised to introduce dis- 
turbance and difficulty into the life of the Byzantine Empire, died suddenly 
at the very beginning of the eleventh century, at the age of twenty-two (1002). 

While in the early eleventh century Byzantine provinces in southern Italy 
were made safe from Arabian attacks through the interference of the Vene- 
tian fleet, they soon became exposed to danger from a new and formidable 
enemy, the Normans, who later began to threaten the Eastern Empire. The 
first large detachment of Normans arrived in Italy at the beginning of the 
eleventh century at the invitation of Meles, who rose in rebellion against 
Byzantine domination. The allied forces of Meles and the Normans were 
defeated, however, near Cannae, so famous in history since the victory of 
Hannibal during the Second Punic War. Basil II owed part of his success 
in this battle with the Normans to the Russian soldiers, who served in the 
ranks of the Byzantine army. The victory at Cannae strengthened the position 
of Byzantium in southern Italy to such an extent that in the fourth decade 
of the eleventh century Emperor Michael IV the Paphlagonian equipped an 
expedition for the reconquest of Sicily from the Arabs. This expedition was led 
by George Maniaces. In his army were the Scandinavian hero, Harald Haar- 
draade, and the Varangian-Russian Druzhina (Company). Although this 
campaign was successful, and achieved, among other things, the occupation 
of Messina, the reconquest of Sicily was not accomplished, mainly because 
George Maniaces was recalled when he was suspected of having ambitious 
schemes."® 


*5 The Holy Roman Empire, 148. (druzina) in Constantinople,” Works, I, 289- 
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During the period of strife between Byzantium and Rome which ended 
in the division of churches in 1054, the Normans sided with Rome and began 
to advance, slowly but steadily, in Byzantine Italy. By the end of this period, 
1.¢., about the middle of the eleventh century, there arose among the Normans 
in Italy a very capable and energetic leader, Robert Guiscard, whose major 
activities developed in the period subsequent to the Macedonian dynasty. 


SOCIAL AND POLITICAL DEVELOPMENTS 


Church affairs 


The major event in the church life of the Byzantine Empire in the time 
of the Macedonian dynasty was the final separation of the Christian church 
into the eastern Orthodox and the western Catholic, which took place in the 
middle of the eleventh century after long disputes which lasted for almost 
two centuries. 

The first act of Basil I in the realm of church affairs was the deposition 
of Patriarch Photius and the reinstatement of Ignatius, who had been de- 
posed in the time of Michael III. By this measure Basil hoped to strengthen 
his position on a throne which did not rightfully belong to him. Ho felt that 
by raising Ignatius he was seta» A double purpose al ania 
peaceful relations with the pope and gaining the support of the Byzantine 
people, many of whom, as he knew very well, were partisans of the deposed 
Ignatius. In their letters to the pope both Basil and Ignatius acknowledged 
his authority and influence in the affairs of the eastern church. The Emperor, 
for example, wrote, “Spiritual Father and divinely reverend Pontiff! Hasten 
the improvement of our church and through your interference with injustice 
give us an abundance of goods, namely, pure unity and spiritual joining free 
from any contention and schism, a church one in Christ, and a flock obedient 
to one shepherd.” Ignatius sent the pope a letter full of humility, requesting 
that the Roman patriarch send vicars to Constantinople. In the concluding 
statement he wrote, “With them [the vicars] we should well and suitably ar- 
range our church, which we have received by the providence of God mani- 
fested in the intercession of the sublime Peter and at your instance and inter- 
vention.””” These letters indicate a moment of apparent triumph for the 
papacy in the East, but Pope Nicholas I did not live to witness this victory, 
because the letters sent to him from Byzantium came after his death and were 
received by his successor, Hadrian II. 

At the Roman councils, and later in Constantinople in the year 869, in the 
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presence of papal legates, Photius was deposed and anathematized with his 
partisans. The Constantinopolitan council of 869 was recognized as an ecu- 
menical council by the western church and is still considered as such. 

In its own church life, then, the Empire yielded to the pope in all points. 
Quite different was the Emperor’s attitude toward the problem of religious 
affairs in Bulgaria, where the Latin clergy had triumphed at the end of the 
reign of Michael III. In spite of the pope’s displeasure and the opposition of 
the papal legates, Basil I succeeded in achieving the removal of Latin priests 
from Bulgaria, and Bulgarian King Boris again formed a union with the 
eastern church. This event exerted much influence upon the later historical 
fate of the Bulgarian people. 

During his confinement, in which he was subjected to great privations, the 
deposed and excommunicated Photius continued to enjoy the admiration of 
his followers, who remained true to him throughout Ignatius’ patriarchate. 
Basil himself soon recognized that his attitude toward Photius had been 
wrong, and he tried to correct it. He began by recalling Photius from con- 
finement and bringing him to the Byzantine court, where he was entrusted 
with the education of the Emperor’s children. Later, when Ignatius died at 
a very advanced age, Basil offered Photius the patriarchal throne. This re- 
instatement of Photius marked the beginning of a new policy toward the 


In the year 879 a council was convoked in Constantinople. In the number 
of participating hierarchs and in the general magnificence of the setting it 
surpassed even some of the ecumenical councils. According to one historian, 
this council “was, on the whole, a truly majestic event, such as had not been 
seen since the time of the Council of Chalcedon.””* The legates of Pope John 
VIII also came to this council, and not only were they forced to consent to 
the absolution of Photius and the restoration of his communion with the Ro- 
man church, but they also had to listen without any contradiction to the 
reading of the Nicaeo-Constantinopolitan Creed, which did not include the 
filiogue so widely used in the West. At the last session of the council the 
legates exclaimed, “If any man refuse to recognize Photius as the Holy Patri- 
arch and decline to be in communion with him, his lot shall be with Judas, 
and he shall not be included among the Christians!” The Catholic historian 
of Photius wrote that “praises to Photius were the opening statements of the 
council, and its sessions were closed also with the glorification of the patri- 
arch.”?® This council also argued that the pope was a patriarch like all other 
patriarchs, that he possessed no authority over the entire church, and hence 
that it was not necessary for the patriarch of Constantinople to receive the 
confirmation of the Roman pontiff. Greatly angered, the pope sent a legate 
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to Constantinople to insist upon the annulment of any measure passed at the 
council which was disagreeable to the pope. The legate was also to obtain 
certain concessions regarding the Bulgarian church. Basil and Photius refused 
to yield in any of these points and even went so far as to arrest the legate. 
It was formerly believed that when news of this act of defiance reached John 
VIII he anathematized Photius in a solemn ceremony in the Church of 
St. Peter in the presence of a large number of his flock, holding the Gospel 
in his hands. This was the so-called second schism of Photius. Recent investi- 
gations by Amann, Dvornik, and Grumel, however, have shown that the 
second schism of Photius never existed, and that neither John VIII or any of 
his successors anathematized Photius.®® Relations between the Empire and 
Rome did not cease completely, however, but they became casual and indefi- 
nite. Photius did not remain in the patriarchal chair until the end of his life, 
for he was forced to leave it in 886, when his pupil, Leo VI, succeeded Basil I. 
Five years later Photius died. Throughout his long lifetime he played a very 
significant part in the religious as well as in the intellectual life of the Byzan- 
tine Empire. 

The reign of Basil I was:marked also by a number of attempts to spread 
Christianity among pagan and heterodox peoples. Probably in his time the 
Empire endeavored to convert the Russians to Christianity, but very little 
light has been thrown on this subject. A source asserts that Basil persuaded 
the Russians “to take part in salutary baptism”®’ and accept the archbishop 
ordained by Ignatius. As yet it is difficult to determine which Russians the 
writer of this source had in mind. The conversion of the greater part of the 
Slavonic tribes settled in the Peloponnesus took place in the time of Basil I; 
the pagan Slavs remained in the mountains of Taygetus. It is also known 
that Basil forced the Jews of the Empire to accept Christianity. 

The deposition of Photius by Leo VI can be explained by Leo’s fear of the 
growing political influence of the patriarch and. his party, as well as by Leo's 
desire to raise his brother Stephen to the patriarchal throne. Through this 
latter measure he hoped to acquire unlimited authority in the church affairs 
of the Empire; Photius’ strong will would have opposed the Emperor's tend- 
ency to rule over ecclesiastical matters. Under Leo’s successors there was a 
noticeable tendency toward a reconciliation with the Roman church through 
mutual concessions. 

The church problems of the Byzantine Empire became especially comph- 
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cated at the beginning of the tenth century during the patriarchate of Nicholas 
Mysticus, a relative and pupil of Photius and the most remarkable of his 
successors. According to one historian, “the most noble traits of Photius were 
reincarnated in his pupil, Nicholas Mysticus, who, more than any one else, 
strove to follow the ideal example of a patriarch symbolized by Photius.”®” 
This patriarch left a very interesting collection of letters invaluable from the 
historical and ecclesiastical points of view. 

Strong disagreements arose between Leo and Nicholas Mysticus on account 
of the Emperor’s fourth marriage, vehemently opposed by the patriarch on 
the basis that it was against all church laws.** In spite of this, the Emperor 
forced a presbyter to perform the marriage ceremony between him and Zoé, 
who thus became his fourth wife (his first three wives had died in rapid suc- 
cession). After the wedding had been performed, in the absence of a patriarch, 
Leo himself placed the imperial crown upon Zoé’s head; this later gave 
Nicholas Mysticus occasion to say that the Emperor was to Zoé “both groom 
and bishop.”** The eastern patriarchs, when questioned with regard to this 
problem, expressed themselves in favor of allowing Leo to marry for the 
fourth time.®* This marriage excited great confusion among the population 
of the Empire. The recalcitrant Nicholas Mysticus was deposed and exiled. 
At the Constantinopolitan council it was determined to grant a dispensation 
to the Emperor without dissolving his fourth marriage. After long delibera- 
tions the rank of patriarch was conferred upon Euthymius. 

The council did not bring harmony to the Empire. Two parties were 
formed among the Byzantine clergy. The first, which sided with Nicholas 
Mysticus, was against the confirmation of the Emperor’s fourth marriage and 
denounced the new patriarch, Euthymuus. The other, a minority party, was in 
agreement with the decision of the council concerning Leo’s marriage, and 
recognized Euthymius as the chosen leader of the church. The dissension 
between these two parties spread from the capital into the provinces, and an 
obstinate struggle developed everywhere between the Nicholaites and the 
Euthymites. Some scholars view this struggle as a continuation of the former 
animosity between the Photinians (or Photians) and the Ignatians, which 
had subsided only for a short while.®* In the end the Emperor saw that only 
the energetic and experienced Nicholas Mysticus could remedy the situation, 
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and shortly before his death (912) Leo VI recalled Nicholas from confine- 
ment, deposed Euthymius, and reinstated the former on the patriarchal 
throne.*? 

In the interests of religious peace in the Empire Nicholas Mysticus strove 
to restore the friendly relations with Rome which had been severed because 
of the pope’s approval of Leo’s fourth marriage. During the regency of Zoé, 
who ruled during the minority of her son, Constantine VII Porphyrogenitus, 
Nicholas Mysticus was deprived of influence. But in the year 919, when the 
government was transferred to Constantine’s father-in-law, Romanus I Leca- 
penus, and Zoé was forced to embrace monastic life, Nicholas Mysticus again 
rose to his former influential position. The main event in the last years of 
his patriarchate was the convocation in 920 of a council in Constantinople, 
which consisted of Nicholaites and Euthymites. They composed the Tome 
of Union (6 ropxos Tis Evworews), approved by the general assembly. This act 
proclaimed that marriage for the fourth time was “unquestionably illicit and 
void, because it was prohibited by the church and intolerable in a Christian 
land.”** No direct reference was made in the Tome to the fourth marriage of 
Leo the Wise. Both parties remained satisfied by the decision of the council. 
It is probable, as Drinov supposed, that the reconciliation between the Nicho- 
laites and the Euthymites was prompted also by “the terror aroused in the 
Byzantine population by the success of Bulgarian arms.”*° After the council 
several letters were exchanged with the pope, and he agreed to send to the 
capital two bishops, who were to condemn the conflicts aroused by Leo’s fourth 
marriage. Direct communications were thus re-established between the 
churches of Rome and Constantinople. The Russian church historian, A. P. 
Lebedev, summed up the outcome of this period : “Patriarch Nicholas emerged 
as full victor in this new clash between the churches of Constantinople and 
Rome. The Roman church has to yield to the church of Constantinople and 
condemn its own acts.”®° After the death of Nicholas Mysticus in 925, Ro- 
manus Lecapenus gained complete control over the church, and, as Runciman 
said, “Caesaropapism once more emerged victorious.”””* 

Emperor Nicephorus Phocas was a very interesting ‘personality from the 
ecclesiastical point of view. This most capable warrior, whose name is closely 
bound up with the brilliant pages of Byzantine military history, had devoted 


87 A very valuable source for Leo’s fourth 88 Popov, Leo VI, 184. Cf. Mansi, Amplss- 
marriage and for the general history of the — sima collectio conciliorum, XVIII, 337-38. 
period is Vita Euthymiui: Ein Anecdoton zur 89 The Southern Slavs and Byzantium in 
Geschichte Leo’s des Weisen A.D. 886-912, the Tenth Century, 21; reprinted in Works of 
ed. C. de Boor; in addition to the Greek text, M.S. Drinov, ed. V. N. Zlatarsky, I, 365-520. 
de Boor gives a very valuable study on the °0 Separation of the Churches (2nd ed. 


Vita from the historical point of view. 1905), 325. 
®1 Runciman, Romanus Lecapenus, 70, 243. 


Social and Political Developments 535 


much of his time and attention, especially before he ascended the throne, 
to monastic ideals. He had even worn the hair shirt, and he kept up intimate 
relations with St. Athanasius of Athos, the famous founder of the large mon- 
astery on Mount Athos. The Life of Saint Athanasius even relates that once 
in a transport of religious zeal Nicephorus supposedly confided to Athanasius 
his sacred dream of forsaking all worldly vanity in order to devote himself to 
the service of God.°? The Byzantine historian, Leo the Deacon, wrote that 
Nicephorus was “indomitably firm in his prayers to God and his nocturnal 
devotions; he maintained a very high spirit in his church hymns, and had no 
leanings toward anything vain.”®* Nicephorus Phocas was semi soldier, semi 
recluse.** Many Byzantine people were greatly exercised when the ascetically 
inclined Emperor married the young and beautiful Theophano, the widow 
of Emperor Romanus II, who had a very dubious reputation. Traces of this 
feeling are found in the inscription on the sarcophagus of Nicephorus, which 
says that this emperor “vanquished all but woman.”®® 

The most important ecclesiastic measure of Nicephorus was his famous 
Novel of the year 964 with regard to monasteries and the philanthropic in- 
‘stitutions connected with them. In the time of the Macedonian dynasty mo- 
nastic landownership had assumed unusual proportions and frequently ex- 
panded at the expense of the free peasant holdings defended by several em- 
perors of this dynasty. Even before the iconoclastic period, i.e., at the end 
of the seventh and the beginning of the eighth centuries, the eastern church 
had already been in possession of enormous landed estates. This led some 
scholars to compare the possessions of the eastern church with the similar 
landed wealth of the western church in the time of the Frankish kings, who 
complained of the emptiness of their treasury caused by the transfer of their 
lands into the hands of the clergy. The iconoclastic emperors of the eighth 
century waged a campaign against monasteries. Some were closed and their 
possessions confiscated by the treasury. This reform was simultaneous with 
the analogous secularization of church property in the western Frankish 
kingdom under the famous major-domo, Charles Martel. With the failure 
of iconoclasm and the rise of the Macedonian dynasty, the number of mon- 
asteries and the extent of their landed property began to increase very rapidly. 
Already the Novel of Romanus I Lecapenus had expressed the intention of 
limiting somewhat the growth of monasterial landed estates. A more decisive 
step in this direction was taken by Nicephorus Phocas in 964, when he pub- 
lished his Novel. 
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This Novel states that, since the “obvious disease” of excessive cupidity has 
become widely spread in the monasteries and “other sacred institutions,” and 
since “the acquisition of many-acred enormous estates and the numerous cares 
of fruit trees” cannot be regarded as a commandment of the Apostles or as a 
tradition of the Fathers, the Emperor desires to “root out the God-hated evil 
of ambition,” and, in order to attain this end, forbids the founding of new 
monasteries, as well as the contribution of endowments and donations toward 
the upkeep of old monasteries, hospitals, and hostelries, or any gifts for the 
benefit of metropolitans and bishops.** 

This harsh decree, which must have aroused great discontent among the 
religious-minded population, could not very long remain in force, even 
imperfectly. Basil II abrogated the Novel of Nicephorus Phocas “as a law 
outrageous and offensive not only to the churches and hospitals but also to 
God himself.”®" He restored the monasterial laws of the time of Basil I and 
Leo VI the Wise, i.e., the Basilics and the Novel of Constantine Porphyro- 
genitus. One of the reasons for Basil’s abolition of the Novel of Nicephorus 
Phocas was his conviction that this law had brought upon the Empire the 
anger of God when, toward the end of the tenth century, both internal and 
external complications brought the Empire to the verge of ruin. 

Nicephorus Phocas made an important step in the direction of strengthening 
Byzantine ecclesiastical organization in the southern Italian provinces of 
Apulia and Calabria, where papal and western influence was becoming very 
prominent in the second half of the tenth century, especially after the corona- 
tion of the German King Otto I and the growth of Longobardian power in 
the southern parts of Italy. Through his patriarch, Nicephorus Phocas pro- 
hibited the Latin ritual in Apulia and Calabria, and prescribed the observance 
of the Greek church ceremonial. This measure served as one of the many causes 
for the further alienation of the papacy from the Byzantine Empire. During 
the last years of Nicephorus’ reign the pope began to address him as the 
“Emperor of the Greeks,” while the title of “Emperor of the Romans,” an 
official title of the Byzantine rulers, he transferred to Otto of Germany. It 1s 
also interesting to note the attempt of Nicephorus Phocas to venerate as 
martyrs all soldiers who had fallen in the struggle with the infidels. This 
attempt was vehemently opposed by the patriarch and the bishops, and the 
Emperor was forced to give up his scheme. . 

The names of Nicephorus Phocas and John Tzimisces are connected with 
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the beginning of a new era in the life of Mount Athos, famous for its mon- 
asteries. Individual hermits had lived on this mountain since the very begin- 
ning of monasticism in the fourth century, and several small and poor mon- 
asteries grew up there about the seventh century. During the period of the 
iconoclastic troubles of the eighth century the inaccessible districts of Mount 
Athos were sought as a refuge by many persecuted image-worshipers, who 
brought with them numerous church utensils, relics, and manuscripts. But 
life on Mount Athos was not safe because of the repeated maritime raids 
of the Arabs, during which many monks were killed or carried off as prisoners. 
Previous to the middle of the tenth century Mount Athos had gone through 
several periods of desolation. In the time of Nicephorus Phocas, the Athonian 
monastic organizations became much stronger, especially when St. Atha- 
nasius founded the first large monastery with its cenobitic organization and 
new set of rules (typikon, in Greek, the usual name for monastic rules in the 
Byzantine Empire) which determined the further life of the monastery. The 
hermits (anchorites) of Mount Athos, opposed to the introduction of cenobitic 
monasticism, sent a complaint against Athanasius to John Tzimisces, the 
successor of Nicephorus Phocas, accusing Athanasius of breaking the ancient 
customs of the Holy Mountain (as Athos was called in the typzkon of Atha- 
nasius). Tzimisces investigated this complaint and confirmed the ancient 
Athonian rule, which tolerated the existence of both anchorites and cenobites. 
Following the lead of St. Athanasius, many new monasteries, Greek and 
others, were founded. In the time of Basil II there was already one Iberian or 
Georgian monastery; emigrants from Italy founded two, a Roman and an 
Amalfitan. Bishop Porphyrius Uspensky, a profound Russian student of the 
Christian East, asserted that when the aged Athanasius died (about 1000 a.D.) 
there were three thousand “various monks” on Mount Athos.®* As early as 
the eleventh century there was a Russian Laura on this mountain. The name 
of Holy Mountain for Mount Athos, as an official term, appears for the first 
time in the second set of rules (¢ypikon) given by Emperor Constantine IX 
Monomachus about the middle of the eleventh century.°® The administration 
of the monasteries was entrusted to a council of Abbots (Igumens) headed 
by the first one among them, the protos (from the Greek aparos, “the first”). 
The council was known as the protaton. Thus, in the time of the Macedonian 
dynasty Mount Athos became a very important cultural center, not only for the 
Byzantine Empire, but for the world at large. | 

The problem of the division of churches which became so acute in the 
ninth century was brought to a final solution in the middle of the eleventh. 
century. And while the main causes of this break were doctrinal, the final 
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break was undoubtedly accelerated by the changed conditions in Italy in the 
middle of the eleventh century. In spite of the prohibitions of Nicephorus 
Phocas, Latin church influence continued to penetrate into the church organi- 
zation of Apulia and Calabria. In the middle of the eleventh century the 
papal throne was occupied by Leo IX, whose interests were not limited by 
ecclesiastical affairs, but extended also into the field of political interests. The 
Cluniac movement, which embraced wide circles of western European clergy, 
developed under the direct protection of the pope. The aim of this movement 
was to reform the church, raise its low morals, give firmness to its loose disci- 
pline, and destroy the worldly manners and customs which had permeated the 
life of the church (such as simony, wedlock of the clergy, secular investiture, 
etc.). Whenever the advocates of this movement penetrated into a province, 
they placed its spiritual life in direct dependence upon the pope. The remark- 
able progress made by the Cluniac movement in southern Italy greatly dis- 
pleased the Eastern church. Leo IX was convinced that he had also a sound 
political basis for intervening in the affairs of southern Italy. For instance, 
during the exchange of messages between the pope and the patriarch of Con- 
stantinople (Michael Cerularius) the pope referred to the famous Donation 
of Constantine (Donatio Constantint), which had presumably placed in the 
hands of the bishop of Rome not only spiritual but also temporal power. Yet, 
in spite of the various complications which arose between the East and the 
West, a break between the churches was not to be expected in the near future, 
especially since the Byzantine Emperor Constantine IX Monomachus was 
inclined to seek a peaceful solution to the problem. 

Papal legates were sent to Constantinople, among them the very haughty 
Cardinal Humbert. All of them, especially Humbert, acted insolently and 
arrogantly toward the patriarch, forcing him to refuse to carry on further 
negotiations with them. The patriarch also refused to make any concessions 
to Rome. Then, in the summer of the year 1054, the legates deposited upon 
the altar of St. Sophia a bull of excommunication, which proclaimed anathema 
for Patriarch “Michael and his followers, guilty of the above-mentioned errors 
and insolences . . . along with all heretics, together with the devil and his 
angels.”?°° In response to this action Michael Cerularius convoked a council 
at which he excommunicated the Roman legates and all people connected 
with them who had come to “the God-guarded city like a thunder, or a 
tempest, or a famine, or, better still, like wild boars, in order to overthrow 
truth.”?°? 

Thus did the final separation of the western and eastern churches occur in 
the year 1054. The attitude of the three eastern patriarchs toward this break 
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was exceedingly important for Michael Cerularius. Through the patriarch of 
Antioch he notified the patriarchs of Jerusalem and Alexandria of the separa- 
tion of the churches, accompanying the news with fitting explanations. In 
spite of the scantiness of sources on this point, it may be stated with certainty 
that the three eastern patriarchates remained loyal to orthodoxy and sup- 
ported the patriarch of Constantinople.?°” 

For the patriarch of Constantinople the break of 1054 could be considered 
a great victory, which made him completely independent of the papal pre- 
tensions of the West. His authority became much greater in the Slavonic 
world and in the three eastern patriarchates. But for the political life of the 
Empire this break was fatal, because it definitely destroyed all possibilities of 
any lasting future political understanding between the Empire and the West, 
which remained under the strong influence of the papacy. And this was fatal 
because the Byzantine Empire was at times greatly in need of western help, 
especially when the eastern Turkish menace arose. Bréhier’s appraisal of the 
consequences of this break was: “It was this schism, which, by rendering 
fruitless all efforts at conciliation between the Empire of Constantinople and 
the West, paved the way for the fall of the Empire.”?° 

The final break of 1054 was felt immediately only in official circles by the 
clergy and the government. The great mass of the population reacted very 
calmly to this separation, and for some time even remained unaware of the 
distinction between the teachings of Constantinople and of Rome. The at- 
titude of Russia to this phenomenon was interesting. The Russian metropoll- 
tans of the eleventh century, appointed or confirmed by Constantinople, quite 
naturally accepted the Byzantine point of view, but the mass of Russian people 
had no grievances whatever against the Latin church and could find no errors 
in its teachings. For example, the Russian prince of the eleventh century ap- 
pealed to the pope for help against the usurper, and this appeal did not arouse 
any surprise or protest.’°* 


Legislation of the Macedonian emperors and social and economic relations 
within the Empire 


Prochiron and Epanagoge—The time of the Macedonian dynasty was a 
period of stirring legislative activity. Basil I desired to create a general code 
of Graeco-Roman or Byzantine law containing a chronological arrangement 
of legislative acts, both old and new. In other words, he planned to revive 
the legislative work of Justinian by adapting it to changed conditions, and to 
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add to it the laws which had appeared in later times. The four parts of 
the Justinian code, written mostly in Latin and very bulky, were usually 
studied only in their Greek abridged versions, or in expositions, abstracts, 
and commentaries based on the Latin original. Many of these, though widely 
used, were very inaccurate and frequently mutilated the original texts. Basil I 
intended to exclude the old laws annulled by later Novels, and to introduce a 
number of new laws. The Latin terms and expressions retained in the new 
code were to be explained in Greek, for Greek was to be the language of Basil's 
legislative work. The Emperor himself characterized his attempted reform 
in the field of law as “a purging of ancient laws” (dvaxdOapots trav tada@v 
vopwv) °° 

Knowing that the completion of the projected code would take much time, 
Basil issued meanwhile a smaller work entitled the Prochiron (6 zpoyxeupos 
vouos), i.€., a manual of the science of law. This was to supply people in- 
terested in legal works with a brief account of the laws by which the Empire 
was to be ruled. The preface to the Prochiron refers to these laws as laws 
establishing in the Empire righteousness, “by which alone, according to 
Solomon, a nation is exalted” (Proverbs 14:34).’°* The Prochiron was sub- 
divided into forty titles (¢stu/:) and contained the principal norms of civil 
law and a complete list of penalties for various offenses and crimes. Its main 
source, especially for the first twenty-one sections, were the Institutes of 
Justinian. Other parts of the Justinian code were used to a much lesser degree. 
So usual was the recourse to the Greek revised and abridged versions of this 
older code that even the compilers of the Prochiron resorted to them rather 
than to the Latin originals. The Prochiron refers to the Ecloga of Leo and 
Constantine as a “subversion of the good laws which was useless for the em- 
pire,” and states that “it would be unwise to keep it in force.”’°" Yet in spite 
of this harsh judgment, the Ecloga of the Isaurian emperors was apparently 
so practical and popular that the Prochiron used much of its contents, espe- 
cially in the titles following the twenty-first. According to the introduction 
to the Prochiron, all persons interested in a more detailed study of active law 
were supposed to use the larger code of sixty books, also compiled in Basil's 
time.*°° 
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By the end of Basil’s reign a new volume of laws was compiled and pub- 
lished under the title of the Epanagoge (1 émavaywyy, “introduction”). 
Several scholars have somewhat incorrectly considered this legislative work as 
merely a revised and enlarged Prochiron.’°® According to its preface, the 
Epanagoge was an introduction to the forty volumes of “purified” older 
laws’"® collected also in Basil’s time; it, too, was divided into forty titles. 
Just what these two collections—one in sixty books mentioned in the Pro- 
chiron, the other in forty books mentioned in the Epanagoge—represented, 
is not certain. They were probably not finished for publication in Basil’s time 
but formed the foundation of the Basilics published by his successor, Leo VI. 
Some scholars believe that the Epanagoge was never really published, and 
remained only in the form of a draft,’*? while others hold that this work was 
an officially published law.??? 

The Epanagoge differs very greatly from the Prochiron. In the first place, 
its first part contains entirely new and very interesting chapters on imperial 
authority, on the power of the patriarch, and other civil and ecclesiastic off- 
cials, which gives a very clear picture of the foundations of the public and 
social structure of the Empire and of the relations of the church to the state.*** 
In the second place, the materials borrowed for the Epanagoge from the 
Prochiron are arranged in a new manner. It is almost certain that Patriarch 
Photius took part in the compilation of the Epanagoge, and his influence is 
especially evident in the definition of the relation of imperial power to the 
power of the patriarch, and in the treatment of the position to be occupied by 
the ecumenical patriarch of New Rome with regard to all the other patriarchs, 
who were to be considered only as local hierarchs. Following in the footsteps 
of the Prochiron, the introduction to the Epanagoge refers to the Ecloga of 
the iconoclastic emperors as “the gossip of the Isaurians, intended to oppose 
the divine doctrine and to destroy the salutary laws.”*** This part of the 
Epanagoge speaks also of the complete abrogation of the Ecloga, and yet uses 
some of its materials. 

It may be mentioned here that the Epanagoge, together with a number of 
other Byzantine legal collections, has been translated into Slavonic, and many 
extracts from it are to be found in Slavonic codes and in the Russian Book of 
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Rules (the so-called Kormchaia Kniga), or the Administrative Code, men- 
tioned as early as the tenth century. The ideas expressed in the Epanagoge 
exerted great influence upon the later history of Russia. For instance, the docu- 
ments concerning the cause of Patriarch Nikon in the time of Tsar Aleksei 
Mikhailovich (seventeenth century) contain direct quotations from the rul- 
ings of the Epanagoge with reference to the authority of the Emperor.'?° 

The Prochiron and the Epanagoge, together with the work on the “purifi- 
cation of ancient law,” represent the successful achievements of the time of 
Basil I. Going back, so to speak, to the elements of the somewhat neglected 
Roman law, Basil revived Justinian law and brought it closer to the life of his 
time by adding later laws called forth by changed social and economic con- 
ditions. 

The Basilics and the Tipucitus——Basil’s accomplishments in the field of 
law made it possible for his son and successor, Leo VI the Wise, to publish 
the Basilics (ra Baothuxa), which represented the most complete monument 
of Graeco-Roman or Byzantine law. In it all parts of Justinian’s code are re- 
shaped and combined into one code written in Greek. For this purpose a 
commission of qualified jurisconsults was appointed. The name of the Basilics 
originated not, as was formerly incorrectly supposed, from the name of Basil I, 
in whose time much material had been prepared for them, but from the Greek 
word basileus, meaning tsar, emperor; hence the proper translation for the 
title would be “Imperial Laws.” 

The compilation of Leo VI, subdivided into sixty books, followed the aim 
set out by Basil I: it strove to revive the legislative work of Justinian by omit- 
ting laws which had lost their significance or were not applicable to the 
changed conditions of Byzantine life. The Basilics do not, therefore, represent 
a complete, literal translation of the Justinian code, but an adaptation of it to 
the new conditions of life. Some Novels and other legal documents published 
after Justinian, including even several Novels of Basil I and Leo VI, were also 
used as sources for the Basilics.!1® No one manuscript has preserved the whole 
of the Basilics, but various manuscripts have preserved parts, so that more 
than two-thirds of the whole exists. 
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From the point of view of the reconstruction of the lost books of the Basilics 
a work of the eleventh or twelfth century is very important, the Tipucitus 
(TerrovKerros),'*" attributed to a Byzantine jurisconsult, Patzes.11® The book 
is a table of contents of the Basilics, giving the rubrics and most important 
chapters under each title and indicating analogous passages in all of them. 
The Tipucitus has not yet been published in its entirety.?'® | 

The revived classical code of the Basilics, however, carefully adapted to 
existing conditions, still remained artificial and inadequate. That is why many 
parts of the Ecloga remained in force even after the appearance of the Basilics 
and were later revised and enlarged many times. The Basilics, however, is a 
colossal achievement in the domain of Byzantine jurisprudence and culture, 
ranking after the Corpus Turis Civilis. It is still a book almost under seven 
seals, and a scientific and exhaustive study of it will undoubtedly reveal new 
horizons and wide perspectives.’”° 

The Book of the Eparch—To the time of Leo VI may perhaps be referred 
a most interesting document, “an invaluable treasure for the internal history 
of Constantinople,”*”? the so-called Book of the Eparch or Book of the Prefect, 
discovered in Geneva by the Swiss scholar, Nicole, at the end of the nineteenth 
century.’?* The date of this document has not been definitely established. It 
may have been compiled during the reign of Leo VI or later in the tenth 


century, perhaps even under Nicephorus Phocas (after 963). 
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The rank of eparch or prefect of Constantinople was applied in the Byzan- 
tine Empire to the governor of the capital; he was entrusted with almost un- 
limited authority, and stood, so to speak, on the highest rank of the Byzan- 
tine bureaucratic ladder. It was his duty first of all to maintain public order 
and safety in the capital, and for this purpose he had at his disposal a large 
body of employees known as the secretum of the eparch. Besides these duties, 
he also had jurisdiction over the corporations and guilds of craftsmen and 
traders in the capital. The Book of the Eparch throws much light on this side 
of Constantinopolitan life, scarcely touched upon by earlier sources. It lists 
the various ranks of craftsmen and traders, and gives an account of the internal 
organization of their guilds, of the government’s attitude to them, and so 
forth. The list of corporations in this document is headed by an organization 
which in the modern conception would not fall into the general class of craft 
or trade associations, namely by the corporation of notaries (ot raBovAAdprot, 
tabulari:), who, among other things, were required to be familiar with the 
sixty books of the Basilics. Then follow the guilds of jewelers, silk-producers, 
silk-weavers, linen-makers, makers of wax, soap, and leather, and the bakers. 
The list of traders found in the Book of the Eparch speaks of money-changers, 
traders in silk goods and dresses, dealers in raw silk, sellers of perfumes, wax, 
and soap; grocers, butchers, sellers of pigs, fish, horses, and bread, and tavern 
keepers. Each corporation enjoyed a monopoly, and severe penalty was pro- 
vided for anyone who attempted to pursue two trades, even if they were very 
similar. The internal life of the guilds, their organization and work, the grant 
of markets, the regulation of prices and profit, export and import from and to 
the capital, and many other problems were regulated under very strict govern- 
ment supervision. Free trade and free production were unknown in the 
Byzantine Empire. The eparch of Constantinople was the only high official 
who had the right to intervene personally, or through his representatives, in 
the life of the guilds and regulate their production or trade.'** The account 
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of the Byzantine guilds found in this source provides data for an interesting 
comparison with the medieval guilds of western Europe. 

Over a hundred novels from the period of Leon VI exist, which supply rich 
material for the internal history of the Byzantine Empire at the end of the 
ninth and the beginning of the tenth century, and which have not yet been 
adequately studied and utilized.**° 

The “powerful” and the “poor.”—The legislative works of Basil I and 
Leo VI in the ninth and tenth centuries brought about a temporary revival in 
the field of juridical literature which expressed itself, on the one hand, in the 
appearance of numerous commentaries and interpretations of the Basilics 
(such commentaries were usually known as scholia), and, on the other hand, 
in the publication of various abridged collections and manuals. The tenth _ 
century was marked also by an exceedingly interesting tendency in the legisla- 

r antine tmiperors, who were compelled to expressth 
a number of Novels their reaction to one of the most acute questions in the 
—sociahand economic life of that period, namely, the problem of the excessive 
development of large landownership, -highly-detrimental_te-small_peasant- 
—Tandholding and the free peasant community. _ x 


In the time of the Macedonian dynasty the class of the “powerful” 

—treme stood the class of the “poor” people (7évnres), who may be compared 
with the poor people (pauperes) of medieval western Europe, and the orphans 
(siroti) of the Moscow period in Russian history. The poor people of the 
Byzantine Empire of the tenth century were those small peasant owners and 
members of organized communes whom heavy taxes and various duties forced 
to appeal for protection to the powerful magnates and pay for that protection 
the price of their freedom and independence. 

The rise of the powerful in the tenth century, seemingly sudden at first ¥ 
glance, may be partly explained by the aftereffects of the insurrection of 
Thomas in the third decade of the ninth century. This was especially true of 
Asia Minor, where the number of large landowners grew to enormous pro- 
portions in the tenth century. The severe and lasting nature of this insurrec- 
tion caused the ruin of a vast number of small landholders, forcing them to 
transfer their property to their wealthy neighbors. But this was only one of 
the many causes of the development of large estates. On the whole, the prob- 
lem of the growth of large landownership in the Byzantine Empire during the 
ninth and tenth centuries has not yet been sufficiently elucidated. 
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The rulers of the Macedonian dynasty, at least those from Romanus 
Lecapenus (919-44) to Basil IT, who died in 1025, energetically defended the 
cause of the small landowners and the peasant eommunes-ag e 
ments of the powerful. The reasons must be sought i excessive growth of 


the large landholdings. The powerful, who controlled a vast number of serfs 


and-immense landed estates, could easily organize and subsidize armies com- 
posed of their asi 08% and | were thus enabled to conspire against th the 


= The emperors were also compelled to ‘defend the so-called ‘ ‘nilitary hold- 

ings.” Even i in the time of the Roman Empire it had been customary to assign 
land to soldiers on the border lines of the Empire, and sometimes even within 
the Empire, on the condition that they should continue to serve in the army. 
These allotments survived until the tenth century, although they were in a 
state of decline. They, too, were threatened in the ninth and tenth centuries 
by the powerful, who strove to buy up these military estates just as they did the 
small peasant holdings. The emperors of this period also made attempts to 
defend these military fiefs. 

The measures taken by the rulers of the Macedonian dynasty in defense of 


dmititary tandhotding were+n+eality_very simple. They prohibited * 


the Saati from buying their way into peasant communities or from acquir- 

ing peasant ai ul from buying thir way ite peasant communis ot fom segue 
tion was initiated by the publication of a Novel in the year 922 by Romanus I 
Lecapenus, the co-regent of Constantine Porphyrogenitus. This Novel pro- 
posed three regulations: (1) in any sale and temporary or hereditary lease of 
real estate, 1.e., land, houses, vineyards, etc., the preferential right would be- 
long to the peasants and their free commune; (2) the powerful would be for- 
bidden to acquire the property of the poor in any manner, whether it be by 
donation, will, patronage, purchase, rent, or exchange; (3) the military allot- 
ments alienated in any manner during the last thirty years, and also those 
which were about to be alienated, would be returned to their original owners 
without any compensation to the holders. 

The terrible disasters which occurred in the Empire soon after the publica- 
tion of this Novel put these measures of Romanus to a difficult trial. The un- 
timely frosts, terrible famine, and pestilence made the lot of the peasants 
very hard. The powerful took advantage of the desperate position of the 
peasants and bought up their holdings at very low prices, or for mere trifling 
amounts of bread. This shocking open practice of the powerful forced Ro- 
manus to publish in 934 a second Novel in which he harshly reproved the 
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cruel avidity of the wealthy class, stating that they were “to the unhappy 
villages like a plague or gangrene, which had eaten its way into the body 
of the village, bringing it closer to final peril.”?*® This Novel provided that 
the peasants from whom the powerful had bought land against the law 
during or after the year of famine could redeem their holdings at the price 
at which they had sold it; the new owners were to be removed immediately 
after payment was made by the peasant. After a brief remark about the suc- 
cessful operations of the Byzantine army, the Novel contained the following 
concluding statement: “If we have attained such success in our struggle with 
our external enemies, then how can we fail to crush our domestic and internal 
enemies of nature, men, and good order, through our rightful desire of free- 
dom and the sharpness of the present law ?”?*" 

_ But this decree of Romanus failed to halt the development of large land- 
ownership and the dissolution of small peasant households and communities. 
In asubsequent Novel of Constantine Porphyrogenitus it was officially stated 
that the older Jaws were not observed. The restrictions placed upon the rich 
in Constantine’s reign surpassed those of Romanus. Nicephorus Phocas, who 
rose to the throne through his marriage to the widow of Romanus II, was 
a member of the powerful class, and, quite naturally, understood and favored 
the interests of that class more than any of his predecessors. In the words of 

V.G. Vasilievsky, the Novel of Nicephorus Phocas “unquestionably indicates a 
certain reaction in the field of legislation in favor of the powerful class, even 
though it speaks only of an equally just treatment of both sides.”’** This 
Novel stated that “ancient legislators considered all rulers as champions of 
justice, calling them a general and equal benefit to all,” and indicates that 
the predecessors of Nicephorus Phocas have deviated from this original ideal. 
“They completely neglected to care for the prosperity of the powerful, and 
did not even permit them to remain in possession of what they had already 
acquired.”**° By the abrogation of previous rulings, Nicephorus Phocas gave 
new freedom to the lawlessness and growth of the powerful class. 

The sternest foe of the powerful class was Basil II Bulgaroctonus. Two lead- 
ers of the powerful families of Asia Minor, Bardas Phocas and Bardas Sclerus, 
rebelled against the Emperor and nearly deprived him of the throne. Only 
the intervention of the Russian auxiliary corps sent by Prince Vladimir pre- 
vented the fall of the Emperor. It is not surprising, therefore, that Basil II 
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viewed the large landowners as his most dangerous enemies, and was very 
harsh and unscrupulous in his treatment of them. Once, in passing through 
Cappadocia, Basil and his entire army were lavishly entertained in the enor- 
mous estate of Eustathius Maleinus. Suspecting that his host might be a 
possible rival, and fearing that he might attempt to follow in the footsteps of 
Phocas and Sclerus, the Emperor took him to the capital and forced him to 
remain there to the end of his days. After the death of Maleinus, his vast es- 
tates were confiscated. A similar incident was related in the Novel itself. The 
story stated that the Emperor heard that a certain Philocales of Asia Minor, 
a poor peasant by birth, had become famous and wealthy, attained high rank 
in service, and had seized the village in which he lived and transformed it 
into his own estate, changing even its name. Basil ordered that all the magnifi- 
cent buildings which belonged to Philocales should be completely destroyed 
and razed to the ground and the land returned to the poor. By the orders of 
the Emperor Philocales himself was again reduced to the state of a simple 
peasant.'*° There is no doubt that the families of Phocas, Sclerus, and Male- 
inus, and such individuals as Philocales, were only a few of the large land- 
owning class of Asia Minor. 

The famous Novel of 996 abolished the forty years’ prescription which pro- 
tected the rights of the powerful who had illegally seized peasant estates and 
who tried “to extend this term either by means of gifts, or by means of power, 
in order to acquire final ownership of that which they had acquired from the 
poor by wicked means.”**? The estates acquired by the powerful from village 
communities previous to the issue of Romanus’ first law were to remain in 
the hands of the powerful only if the latter could prove their rights of owner- 
ship by written evidence or by a sufficient number of witnesses. The Novel 
stated that the demands of the treasury could not consider any prescription; 
hence the state “may claim its rights by going back to the time of Caesar 
Augustus.”?*? The problem of military fiefs also compelled the Macedonian 
rulers to issue several novels. 


In addition to the Novel of 996, Basil II issued a decree concernin 
called allelengyon, meaning mutual warrant (a éyyvor). As far back as 


the early part of the ninth century (in so far as the brief statement on this point 
in one of the sources shows)*** Emperor Nicephorus I issued orders which 
placed upon their richer neighbors the responsibility for the full payment 
of taxes of the poor. The allelengyon as a tax was nothing new. It represented a 
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continuation, and at the same time a variation, of the late Roman system of the 
epibole (see in discussion of Anastasius): “The allelengyon system of pay- 
ment imposed excessively heavy charges on the peasantry, and this sufficiently 
some, and why a peasant usually preferred to own a detached property.”'*! 
‘The orders of Nicephorus I aroused so much hatred toward the Emperor that 
his successors were apparently compelled to forsake this tax. When the need 
of money for the upkeep of the Bulgarian war became very great and the desire 
to deal the powerful a heavy blow had grown very strong in Basil II, he revived 
the law which made the wealthy landowners responsible for the taxes of the 
poor, if the latter were unableto_pay them. If this measure, so strongly de- 
fended by Basil II, had remained in force for a long time, it might have gone 
far to ruin the powerful owners of both ecclesiastical and temporal estates. 
But the allelengyon was enforced only for a brief period of time. In the first 
half of the eleventh century Romanus II] Argyrus;who-acquired the throne 
through his marriage to Zoé, the daughter of-Constantine VIII, urged by 
‘his interest in the welfare of the powerful and by his desire to find a way for 
__reeoficiliation with the higher clergy and landed nobility,-repealed-the hated 
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tury, though limiting to some extent the encroachments of the powerful, ac- 
complished very few definite results. In the eleventh century the famous 
Novels were gradually forgotten and abandoned. The same century witnessed 
a material change in the internal policy of the Byzantine emperors, who began 
to favor and openly protect large landownership, hastening the wide develop- 
ment of serfdom. Still, the free peasant commune and the free small land- 
owners did not disappear entirely from the Empire. These institutions con- 
tinued to exist and will be discussed in connection with later periods. 


Provincial administration 


_ The provincial administration of the Empire in the ninth century and in 
the time of the Macedonian dynasty continued to develop along the path of 
theme organization, discussed in an earlier chapter. This development ex- 
pressed itself, on the one hand, in the further breaking up of the older themes 
and consequently in the increase in the number of themes, and, on the other 
hand, in elevating to the position of themes districts which previously had 
borne some other name, such as clisurae. 
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Both exarchates, which are considered by historians as the true precursors 
of themes, had become alienated from the Empire: the Carthagenian or 
African exarchate was conquered by the Arabs in the middle of the seventh 
century, while the Ravenna exarchate was occupied in the first half of the 
eighth century by the Longobards, who were soon forced to cede the con- 
quered territories of this exarchate to the Frankish king, Pippin the Brief. He, 
in his turn, handed them over to the pope in 754, thereby laying the founda- 
tions for the famous medieval papal state. In the seventh century the Byzan- 
tine Empire had, in addition to the exarchates, five military governments 
which did not yet bear the name of themes. At the beginning of the ninth 
century there were ten themes: five Asiatic, four European, and one maritime. 
On the basis of data found in the works of the Arabian geographer of the 
ninth century, Ibn-Khurdadhbah, and in other sources, historians claim that 
there were twenty-five military districts in the ninth century, but that not all 
of these were themes. Among them were included two clisurarchiae, one 
ducatus, and two archontatus. The ceremonial treatise of precedence at court, 
written by the court marshal (aériclines), Philotheus, in 899 and usually in- 
cluded as part of the so-called book on Ceremonies of the Byzantine Court 
of the time of Constantine Porphyrogenitus, lists twenty-five themes.*** In 
his work Concerning Themes (tenth century), Constantine Porphyrogenitus 
gives a list of twenty-nine themes: seventeen Asiatic, including the four sea 
themes, and twelve European, including the Sicilian theme, part of which 
formed the theme of Calabria in the tenth century after the Arabian conquest 
of Sicily proper. The twelve European themes included also the theme of 
Cherson (Korsun) in the Crimea, founded probably as far back as the ninth 
century, and frequently referred to as “the Klimata” or “Gothic Klimata.” The 
list published by V. BeneSevié and attributed to the reign of Romanus Leca- 
penus before 921-927 gives thirty themes.’*° In the eleventh century the num- 
ber rose to thirty-eight.?°” Most of them were governed by a military gov- 
ernor, the strategus. Because of the frequent changes in the number of themes, 
and because of the lack of sources on the historical development of the theme 
organization, knowledge of this important side of Byzantine life is still very 
limited and inexact. 

Something should be said of the clisurae and the clisurarchs. The name 
clisura, which even today means a “mountain pass” in Greek, was applied 
in the Byzantine period to a “frontier fortress” with limited neighboring terri- 
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tory, or, more generally, to “a small province” ruled by a clisurarch, whose 
authority was not as great as that of the strategus, and did not, in all probability, 
combine both military and civil responsibilities. Some of the clisurae, as, for 
instance, those of Seleucia, Sebastea in Asia Minor, and a few others, eventually 
rose in umportance by being transformed into themes. 

The strategi who stood at the head of the themes had a large body of 
subordinates. At least in the time of Leo VI the Wise the strategi of the eastern 
themes, including the sea themes, were receiving definite maintenance from 
the government treasury, while the strategi of the western themes were sup- 
ported by the revenues of their respective districts and not by the treasury. 

The theme organization had reached the highest stage of its development 
in the time of the Macedonian dynasty. After this period the system began 
to decline gradually, partly because of the conquests of the Seljuq Turks in 
Asia Minor, and partly because of the changes which took place in Byzantine 
life during the period of crusades. 


THE TIME OF TROUBLES (1056-81) 


The emperors 


As early as 1025, after the death of Basil II Bulgaroctonus, the Empire en- 
tered upon a period of troubles, frequent changes of accidental rulers, and the 
beginning of a general decline. Empress Zoé succeeded in raising each of her 
three husbands to the throne. In the year 1056, with the death of Empress 
Theodora, Zoe’s sister, the Macedonian dynasty was definitely extinguished. 
A period of troubles set in and lasted for twenty-five years (1056-81). It 
ended only with the accession of Alexius Comnenus, the founder of the famous 
dynasty of the Comneni. 

This period, characterized externally by frequent changes on the throne, 
which was occupied for the most part by incapable emperors, was a very sig- 
nificant period in the history of the Byzantine Empire; for during these 
twenty-five years those conditions developed in the Empire which later called 
forth the crusade movements in the West. 

During this period the external enemies of the Byzantine Empire exerted 
pressure on all sides: the Normans were active in the west, the Patzinaks and 
Uzes in the north, and the Seljuq Turks in the east. In the end the territory 
of the Byzantine Empire was considerably reduced. 

Another distinguishing feature of this period was the struggle waged by 
the military element and the large landowning nobility (especially that of 
Asia Minor) against the central bureaucratic government. This struggle be- 
tween the provinces and the capital ended, after a number of fluctuations, in 
the victory of the army and the landowners, which was a victory of the prov- 
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inces over the capital. Alexius Comnenus was at the head of the victorious 
side. 

All the Emperors of the period of troubles of the eleventh century were 
of Greek origin. In the year 1056 the aged Empress Theodora was compelled 
by the court party to select as her successor the aged patrician, Michael 
Stratioticus. Theodora died soon after her choice had been made, and Michael 
VI Stratioticus, the candidate of the court party, remained on the throne for 
about a year (1056-57). Against him an opposition formed, headed by the 
army of Asia Minor, which proclaimed as emperor their general, Isaac 
Comnenus, a representative of a large landowning family famous for his 
struggle with the Turks. This was the first victory of the military party over 
the central government during the period of troubles. Michael Stratioticus 
was forced to abdicate and spend the remainder of his days as a private in- 
dividual. 

This victory of the military party was short-lived. Isaac Comnenus ruled 
only from 1057 to 1059, and then renounced the throne and took holy orders. 
The reasons for his abdication are still not very clear. It may be that Isaac 
Comnenus was a victim of skillful plotting on the part of those who were dis- 
satisfied with his independent active rule. It is known that he considered the 
interests of the treasury of primary importance, and in order to increase its 
income he laid his hands upon lands illegally acquired by large landowners, 
secular as well as ecclesiastic, and reduced the salaries of high officials. It seems 
probable that the famous scholar and statesman, Michael Psellus, had some- 
thing to do with this conspiracy against Isaac Comnenus. 

Isaac was succeeded by Constantine X Ducas (1059-67). This gifted finan- 
cier and defender of true justice devoted all his attention to the affairs of civil 
government. The army and military affairs in general interested him very 
little. His reign may be characterized as a reaction of the civil administration 
against the military element which had triumphed in the time of Isaac Com- 
nenus, or as the reaction of the capital against the provinces. It was “the 
unhappy time of the domination of bureaucrats, rhetoricians, and scholars.””**° 
And yet the threatening advances of the Patzinaks and Uzes from the north 
and the Seljuq Turks from the east did not justify the antimilitary nature of 
Constantine’s administration. The Empire was urgently in need of a ruler 
who could organize the necessary resistance to the enemy. Even such an anti- 
militarist of the eleventh century as Michael Psellus wrote: “The army is the 
backbone of the Roman state.”**° In view of this a strong opposition was 
formed against the Emperor. When he died in 1067 imperial authority passed 
for a few months to his wife, Eudocia Macrembolitissa. The military party 
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compelled her to marry the capable general Romanus Diogenes, born in 
Cappadocia. He ascended the throne as Romanus IV Diogenes and ruled from 
1067 to 1071. 

His accession marks the second victory of the military party. The four years’ 
rule of this soldier-emperor ended very tragically for him when he was cap- 
tured and became a prisoner of the Turkish sultan. Great tumult arose in 
the capital when it received the news of the Emperor’s captivity. After some 
hesitation a new emperor was proclaimed, the son of Eudocia Macrembolitissa 
by Constantine Ducas, her first husband, and a pupil of Michael Psellus. He 
is known in history as Michael VII Ducas, surnamed Parapinakes.1*° Eudocia 
found protection by assuming the veil. When Romanus had been set free by 
the Sultan and had returned to the capital, he found the throne occupied by 
a new ruler, and in spite of the fact that he was given the assurance of per- 
sonal safety upon his return, he was barbarously blinded and died shortly 
after. 

Michael VII Ducas Parapinakes (1071-78) was fond of learning, scholarly 
disputes, and verse-writing, and was not at all inclined toward military ac- 
tivity. He restored the bureaucratic regime of his father, Constantine Ducas, 
which was unsuitable to the external position of the Empire. The new suc- 
cesses of the Turks and Patzinaks were persistently demanding that the Em- 
pire be guided by a soldier-emperor supported by the army, which alone 
could save it from ruin. In this respect “the spokesman of popular needs, 
who gave hopes of fulfilling them”?** was the strategus of one of the themes 
in Asia Minor, Nicephorus Botaniates. He was proclaimed emperor in Asia 
Minor and forced Parapinakes to assume the cowl and retire to a mon- 
astery. He then entered the capital and was crowned by the patriarch. He 
remained on the throne from 1078 until 1081, but as a result of old age 
and physical weakness he was unable to deal with either internal or external 
difficulties. At the same time the large landowning aristocracy in the provinces 
did not recognize his rights to the throne, and many pretenders who disputed 
these rights appeared in various parts of the Empire. One of them, Alexius 
Comnenus, a nephew of the former Emperor, Isaac Comnenus, who was also - 
related to the ruling family of Ducas, showed much skill in utilizing the 
existing conditions for reaching his goal, the throne. Botaniates had abdicated 
and retired to a monastery, where he later took holy orders. In the year 1081 
Alexius Comnenus was crowned emperor and put an end to the period of 
troubles. The accession of this first ruler of the dynasty of the Comneni in the 
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eleventh century marked still another victory of the military party and large 
provincial landowners. 

It was very natural that during such frequent changes of rulers and un- 
ceasing hidden and open strife for the throne the external policy of the Em- 
pire should have suffered greatly and caused Byzantium to descend from 
the high position it had occupied in the medieval world. This decline was 
furthered by the complicated and dangerous external conditions brought 
about by the successful operations of the main enemies of the Empire: the 
Seljuq Turks in the east, the Patzinaks and Uzes in the north, and the Nor- 
mans in the west. 


The Seljuq Turks 


The Byzantine Empire had known the Turks for a long time. A project 
of a Turko-Byzantine alliance existed in the second half of the sixth century. 
The Turks also served in Byzantium as mercenaries as well as the imperial 
bodyguard.’*? They were numerous in the ranks of the Arabian army on 
the eastern borders of the Empire, and they took an active part in the taking 
as well as the plundering of Amorion in 838. But these relations and con- 
flicts with the Turks were of little or no consequence to the Empire until the 
eleventh century. With the appearance of the Seljugq Turks on the eastern 
border in the first half of the eleventh century conditions changed.*** 

The Seljuqs, or Seljucids, were the descendants of the Turkish prince 
Seljuq, who was in the service of a Turkestan khan about the year 1000. From 
the Kirghiz steppes Seljuq had migrated with his tribe to Transoxiana, near 
Bukhara, where he and his people embraced Islam. In a short period of time 
the strength of the Seljuqs had increased to such an extent that the two 
grandsons of Seljuq were able to lead the savage Turkish hordes into attacks 
on Khorasan (Khurasan). 

The aggressive movement of the Seljuqs in western Asia created a new 
epoch in Muslim, as well as in Byzantine, history. In the eleventh century the 
caliphate was no longer a united whole. Spain, Africa, and Egypt had long 
since led a political life independent of the caliph of Bagdad. Syria, Mesopo- 
tamia, and Persia were also divided among various independent dynasties 
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and separate rulers. After their conquest of Persia in the middle of the eleventh 
century the Seljuqs penetrated into Mesopotamia and entered Bagdad. From 
now on the caliph of Bagdad was under the protection of the Seljucids, whose 
sultans did not reside at Bagdad, but exercised their authority in this im- 
portant city through a general. Shortly after this, when the strength of the 
Seljuq Turks increased still more because of the arrival of new Turkish 
tribes, they conquered all of western Asia, from Afghanistan to the borders 
of the Byzantine Empire in Asia Minor, and the Egyptian caliphate of the 
Fatimids. 

From the middle of the eleventh century the Seljuqs became a very promi- 
nent factor in the history of the Byzantine Empire, for they began to menace its 
border provinces in Asia Minor and in the Caucasus. In the fourth decade of 
the eleventh century Constantine IX Monomachus annexed to the Empire 
Armenia with its new capital, Ani. Armenia was therefore no longer a buffer 
state between the Empire and the Turks; when it was attacked, Byzantine 
territory was attacked. Moreover in this attack the Turks were very success- 
ful. Turkish troops were also advancing into Asia Minor. 

During the very active, though very brief, rule of Isaac Comnenus, the east- 
ern border was well defended against the attacks of the Seljuqs. But after 
his fall the antimilitary policy of Constantine Ducas weakened the military 
power of Asia Minor and facilitated the advance of the Turks into Byzantine 
districts. It is not unlikely, according to one historian, that the government 
viewed “the misfortunes of these stubborn and arrogant provinces” with some 
pleasure. “The East, like Italy, paid a heavy price for the mistakes of the 
central government.”’** Under Constantine X Ducas, and during the subse- 
quent seven months’ rule of his wife, Eudocia Macrembolitissa, the second 
of the Seljuq sultans, Alp Arslan, conquered Armenia and devastated part of 
Syria, Cilicia, and Cappadocia. In Caesarea, the capital of Cappadocia, the 
Turks pillaged the main sanctuary of the city, the Church of Basil the Great, 
where the relics of the saint were kept.’*° A Byzantine chronicler wrote of the 
time of Michael Parapinakes (1071-1078): “Under this emperor almost the 
whole world, on land and sea, occupied by the impious barbarians, has been 
destroyed and has become empty of population, for all Christians have been 
slain by them and all houses and settlements with their churches have been 
devastated by them in the whole East, completely crushed and reduced to 
nothing.”**® 

The military party found a husband for Eudocia in the person of Romanus 
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Diogenes. The new Emperor conducted several campaigns against the Turks 
and achieved some success in the early battles. His army, made up of various 
tribes—Macedonian Slavs, Bulgarians, Uzes, Patzinaks, Varangians, and 
Franks (a name applied in this period to all western European nationalities )— 
lacked good training and solid organization and was not able to offer strong 
resistance to the rapid movement of the Turkish cavalry and their quick and 
bold nomadic attacks. The most untrustworthy part of the Byzantine army 
was the Uze and Patzinak light cavalry, which, in the course of their con- 
flicts with the Turks, immediately felt a tribal kinship with the latter. 

The last campaign of Romanus Diogenes ended with the fatal battle of 
1071 near Manzikert (Manazkert, now Melazgherd), in Armenia, north of 
Lake Van. Shortly before the combat the detachment of Uzes with their 
leader went over to the side of the Turks. This caused great unrest in the army 
of Romanus Diogenes. At the crisis of the battle one of the Byzantine generals 
began to spread the rumor of the defeat of the imperial army. The soldiers 
became panic-stricken and turned to flight. Romanus, who fought heroically 
throughout the battle, was captured by the Turks, and upon his arrival in 
the enemy’s camp was greeted with great honor by Alp Arslan. 

The victor and the vanquished negotiated an “eternal” peace and a treaty 
of friendship whose main points, as indicated in Arabian sources, were: (1) 
Romanus Diogenes obtained his freedom by the payment of a definite sum 
of money; (2) Byzantium was to pay a large annual tribute to Alp Arslan; 
(3) Byzantium was to return all Turkish captives.’*7 Romanus upon his re- 
turn to Constantinople found the throne occupied by Michael VII Ducas; 
Romanus was blinded by his foes, and died shortly after. 

The battle of Manzikert had marked consequences for the Empire. Al- 
though according to the treaty the Byzantine Empire probably ceded no 
territory to Alp Arslan,’*® its losses were very great, for the army which 
defended the borders of Asia Minor was so completely destroyed that the 
Empire was unable to resist the later advance of the Turks there. The woeful 
condition of the Empire was further aggravated by the weak antimilitary 
administration of Michael VII Ducas. The defeat at Manzikert was a death 
blow to Byzantine domination in Asia Minor, that most essential part of 
the Byzantine Empire. After the year 1071 there was no longer a Byzantine 
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army to resist the Turks. One scholar goes so far as to say that after this battle 
all of the Byzantine state was in the hands of the Turks.?4® Another historian 
calls the battle “the death hour of the great Byzantine Empire,” and continues 
that “although its consequences, in all their horrible aspects, were not felt at 
once, the East of Asia Minor, Armenia, and Cappadocia—the provinces which 
were the homes of so many famous emperors and warriors and which con- 
stituted the main strength of the Empire—were lost forever, and the Turk set 
up his nomadic tents on the ruins of ancient Roman glory. The cradle of 
civilization fell prey to Islamic barbarism and to complete brutalization.”1*° 

During the years which elapsed from the catastrophe of 1071 to the acces- 
sion of Alexius Comnenus in 1081, the Turks took advantage of the unpro- 
tected position of the Empire and the internal strife of its parties, who fre- 
quently appealed for aid, and penetrated still deeper into the life of Byzan- 
tium. Separate detachments of Turks reached as far as the western provinces 
of Asia Minor. The Turkish troops which aided Nicephorus Botaniates in 
his seizure of the throne accompanied him as far as Nicaea and Chrysopolis 
(now Scutari). 

In addition, after the death of Romanus Diogenes and Alp Arslan, neither 
Turks nor Empire considered themselves bound by the treaty negotiated by 
these rulers. The Turks utilized every occasion for pillaging Byzantine prov- 
inces in Asia Minor, and, according to a contemporary Byzantine chronicler, 
entered these provinces not as momentary bandits but as permanent masters.’** 
This statement, however, is exaggerated, at least for the period prior to 108r. 
As J. Laurent asserted, “In 1080, seven years after their first appearance on 
the shores of the Bosphorus, the Turks had yet been established nowhere; 
they had founded no state; they had been always merely errant and disor- 
derly pillagers.”*®* The successor of Alp Arslan entrusted military leadership 
in Asia Minor cto Suleiman-ibn-Qutalmish, who occupied the central part 
of Asia Minor and later founded there the sultanate of Rum, or Asia Minor.*** 
Since its capital was the richest and most beautiful Byzantine city in Asia 
Minor, Iconium (now Konia), this state of the Seljuqs is often called the 
sultanate of Iconium.'** From its central position in Asia Minor the new 
sultanate spread out as far as the Black Sea in the north and the Mediterranean 
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coast in the south, and became a dangerous rival of the Empire. The Turkish 
troops continued to move farther to the west, and the forces of the Byzantine 
Empire were not strong enough to oppose them. 

The onward movement of the Seljuqs and perhaps the menacing advances 
of the northern Uzes and Patzinaks toward the capital compelled Michael 
VII Ducas Parapinakes, in the early part of his reign, to appeal for western 
aid by sending a message to Pope Gregory VII, promising to repay the pope’s 
assistance by bringing about a union of the churches. Gregory VII reacted 
favorably and sent a number of messages to the princes of western Europe 
and to “all Christians (ad omnes christianos), in which he stated that “the 
pagans were exerting great pressure upon the Christian Empire and had 
devastated with unheard-of cruelty everything almost as far as the walls of 
Constantinople.”*** But Gregory’s appeals brought about no material results, 
and no aid was sent from the West. Meanwhile, the pope became involved 
in the long and severe struggle for investiture with the German king Henry 
IV. At the time of the accession of Alexius Comnenus it became very evident 
that the westward movement of the Seljuqs was the deadliest menace to the 
Empire. 


The Patzinaks 


Toward the end of the Macedonian period the Patzinaks were the most 
dangerous northern enemies of the Byzantine Empire. The imperial govern- 
ment gave them permission to settle in the districts north of the Balkans, 
and bestowed Byzantine court ranks upon several Patzinak princes. But these 
measures provided no real solution to the Patzinak problem, first because 
the Patzinaks were unable to accustom themselves to a settled life, and also 
because new hordes of Patzinaks and their kinsmen, the Uzes, were continu- 
ally arriving from beyond the Danube, directing their entiresattention to the 
south, where they could raid Byzantine territory. Isaac Comnenus was very 
successful in opposing the advances of the Patzinaks, “who had crawled out 
of their caves.”!5® He restored Byzantine authority on the Danube, and was 
also able to offer strong opposition to the attacks of the Turks. 

In the time of Constantine Ducas the Uzes appeared on the Danube. “This 
was an actual migration; an entire tribe, numbering 600,000, with all its goods 
and chattels, was crowded on the left bank of the river. All efforts to prevent 
their crossing were in vain.”?5" The districts of Thessalonica, Macedonia, 
Thrace, and even Hellas became subject to terrible devastation. One con- 
temporary Byzantine historian remarks even that “the entire population of 
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Europe was considering (at that time) the question of emigration.”?°*® When 
this terrible menace was removed the mass of people ascribed their relief to 
miraculous aid from above. Some of the Uzes even entered the Emperor’s 
service.and received certain government lands in Macedonia. The Patzinaks 
and Uzes who served in the Byzantine army played an important part in the 
fatal battle at Manzikert. yary\ 

The new financial policy of Michael VII Ducas Parapinakes, who on thel 
advice of his prime minister reduced the money gifts usually sent to the cities 
of the Danube, aroused unrest among the Patzinaks and Uzes of the Da- 
nubian districts. They formed an alliance with the nomads on the other side 
of the Danube, reached an agreement with one of the Byzantine generals who 
rebelled against the Emperor, and, together with other tribes, including per- 
haps the Slavs, moved on to the south, pillaged the province of Hadrianople, 
and besieged Constantinople, which suffered greatly from lack of provisions. 
At this critical moment Michael Parapinakes, under pressure of the Seljuq 
and Patzinak attacks, sent the appeal for aid to Pope Gregory VII. __I 

The skillful plotting of Byzantine diplomacy succeeded, apparently, in 
sowing discord among the allied forces which surrounded the capital. They 
raised the siege and returned to the banks of the Danube with rich spoils. By 
the end of this period the Patzinaks were active participants in the struggle 
between Nicephorus Botaniates and Alexius Comnenus for the Byzantine 
throne. 

The Uze and Patzinak problem was not settled in the time of troubles, 
which preceded the time of the Comneni dynasty. This northern Turkish 
menace, which at times threatened the capital itself, was handed down to the 
dynasty of the Comneni. 


The Normans 


Toward the end of the period of the Macedonian dynasty the Normans 
appeared in Italy, and, taking advantage of the internal difficulties in the 
Byzantine Empire and its breach with Rome, began to advance successfully 
into the southern Italian possessions of the Empire. The eastern government 
could do nothing against this menace because its entire forces were thrown 
into the struggle with the Seljuq Turks, who, together with the Patzinaks 
and Uzes in the north, seemed to be the natural allies of the Normans. To 
use the words of Neumann, “the Empire defended itself in Italy only with 
its left arm.”?°® A strong weapon of the Normans in their struggle with the 
Byzantine Empire was their fleet, which in a later period was a great aid to 
the Norman land forces. In the middle of the eleventh century the Normans 
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had also a very capable leader in the person of Robert Guiscard, “who, from 
a chief of brigands, rose to the rank of a founder of an Empire.”!®° 

The main object of Robert Guiscard was the conquest of Byzantine southern 
Italy. Although the Byzantine Empire was confronted with many grave 
difficulties, the struggle in Italy in the fifties and sixties of the eleventh century 
progressed with alternating success. Robert conquered Brindisi, Tarentum, 
and Reggio (Rhegium); yet a few years later the first two cities were con- 
quered by Byzantine troops sent to Bari, which numbered Varangians among 
their soldiers. In a later period of this struggle success was on the side of the 
Normans. 

Robert Guiscard besieged Bari, which was at that time the main center of 
Byzantine domination in southern Italy, and one of the most strongly fortified 
cities of the peninsula. It was only through cunning methods that, in the 
ninth century, the Muslims had succeeded in occupying Bari for a brief 
period of time. In the same century the city offered very stubborn resistance 
to the western Emperor Lewis II. Robert’s siege of Bari was a difficult military 
undertaking, greatly aided by the Norman fleet, which blockaded the port. 
The siege lasted about three years and ended in the spring of 1071, when Bari 
was compelled to yield to Robert.** 

The fall of Bari signified the end of Byzantine domination in southern Italy. 
From this very important point in Apulia Robert could quickly achieve the 
final conquest of the small remnants of Byzantine dominions in the inner 
parts of Italy. This conquest of southern Italy also set Robert’s forces free for 
the reconquest of Sicily from the Muslims. 

The subjection of southern Italy by the Normans did not destroy all of 
Byzantine influence. The admiration for the Eastern Empire, its traditions, 
and its splendor was still felt very strongly throughout the West. The Western 
Empire of Charlemagne, or that of Otto of Germany, represented in many 
ways a reflection of the eastern customs, ideas, and external living conditions 
sanctified by many centuries. The Norman conquerors of southern Italy, as 
represented by Robert Guiscard, must have felt a still greater fascination in 
the Byzantine Empire. 

Robert, the duke of Apulia, who considered himself the legal successor of 
the Byzantine emperors, preserved the Byzantine administrative organization 
in the conquered districts. Thus we find that Norman documents speak of 
the theme of Calabria, and indicate that-cities were governed by strategi or 
exarchs and that the Normans were striving to attain Byzantine titles. The 
Greek language was preserved in the church services of Calabria, while in 
some districts Greek was used as the official language in the time of the 

160 Jbid., 102; in French, 99. 161 On the sources, Gay, L’/talie Méridionule, 

536, n. 3. 


Literature, Learning, and Art 361 


Normans. Generally speaking, the conquerors and the conquered lived side by 
side, without merging, maintaining their own language, customs, and habits. 

The ambitious plans of Robert Guiscard went beyond the limited territories 
of southern Italy. Well aware of the internal weakness of the Byzantine 
Empire and her grave external difficulties, the Norman conqueror began to 
dream of seizing the imperial crown of the basileus. 

The fall of Bari in the spring of 1071 and the fatal battle of Manzikert imS “~~ ~~ 
August of the same year make it evident that the year 1071 was one of the 
most important dates in the course of the whole Byzantine history. Southern 
Italy was definitely lost in the West, and in the East the domination of the 
Empire in Asia Minor was doomed. Territorially reduced and deprived of 
her main vital source, Asia Minor, the Eastern Empire considerably declined 
from the second half of the eleventh century. Notwithstanding some revival 
under the Comneni, the Empire was gradually yielding its political as well as 
its economic importance to the states of Western Europe. 

Emperor Michael VII Ducas Parapinakes fully understood the extent of 
Robert’s menace to the Empire and wanted to avert it by means of inter- 
marriage between the two royal houses. The Emperor’s son became engaged 
to Robert’s daughter. But this did not seem to relieve the existing situation, 
and after Michael’s deposition the Normans resumed their hostilities against 
the Empire. At the time of the accession of the Comneni they were already 
preparing to transfer their military attacks from Italy to the eastern coast of 
the Adriatic Sea. The period of troubles which resulted in the retreat of im- 
perial power on all borders of the Empire, both in Asia and in Europe, and 
which was characterized by almost incessant internal strife, left for the new 
dynasty of the Comneni a very difficult political heritage. 


EDUCATION, LEARNING, LITERATURE, AND ART 


The time of the Macedonian dynasty, marked by stirring activity in the field 
of external and internal affairs, was also a period of intense development in the 
sphere of learning, literature, education, and art. This epoch witnessed the 
clearest exhibition of the characteristic traits of Byzantine learning, expressed 
in the progress of a closer union between secular and theological elements or 
the reconciliation of the ancient pagan wisdom with the new ideas of Chris- 
tianity in the development of universal and encyclopedic knowledge, and 
finally, in the lack of original and creative genius. During this period the 
higher school of Constantinople was once more the center of education, learn- 
ing, and literature, about which the best cultural forces of the Empire were 
gathered. 

Emperor Leo VI the Wise, a pupil of Photius, though not endowed with 
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great literary genius, wrote several sermons, church hymns, and other works. 
His greatest service was expressed in his efforts to uphold the intellectual 
atmosphere created by Photius, so that, in the words of one historian, he “made 
for himself a place of honor in the history of Byzantine education in general, 
and of its ecclesiastical education in particular.”*** Leo favored and protected 
all men of learning and letters; in his time “the imperial palace was sometimes 
transformed into a new academy and lyceum.”?* 

The outstanding figure in the cultural movement of the tenth century was 
Emperor Constantine VII Porphyrogenitus, who did much for the intellectual 
progress of Byzantium, not only by protecting education, but also by con- 
tributing many original writings. Constantine left all government affairs to 
Romanus Lecapenus, and devoted the greater part of his time to the field 
which interested him. He succeeded in becoming the heart of an intense liter- 
ary and scholarly movement to which he contributed greatly by active partici- 
pation. He wrote much, induced others to write, and attempted to raise the 
education of his people to a higher level. His name is closely connected with 
the erection of many magnificent buildings; he was passionately interested 
in art and music, and spent large sums of money on the compilation of 
anthologies from ancient writers. 

A large number of writings of the time of Constantine VII in the tenth 
century are preserved. Some of them were written by Constantine himself, 
others with his personal aid, while still others, in the form of anthologies of 
ancient texts and encyclopedias with extracts on various questions, were com- 
piled at his suggestion. Among his works are his eulogistic biography of his 
grandfather, Basil I. Another work, On the Administration of the Empire, 
dedicated to his son and successor, contains interesting and valuable informa- 
tion about the geography of foreign countries, the relations of the Byzantine 
Empire with neighboring nations, and Byzantine diplomacy. This work opens 
with chapters on the northern peoples, the Patzinaks, Russians, Uzes, Khazars, 
Magyars (Turks), who, especially the first two, played a dominating part 
in the political and economic life of the tenth century. It also deals with 
Arabs, Armenians, Bulgarians, Dalmatians, Franks, southern Italians, Vene- 
tians, and some other peoples. The work contains also the names of the 
rapids of the Dnieper, given in two languages, “Slavonic” and “Russian,” that 
is, Scandinavian. It is one of the most important bases on which rests the 
theory of the Scandinavian origin of the first “Russian” princes. It was com- 
posed between 948 and g52 (or 951) and written in an order different from 
that of the modern published text. Bury, who wrote a special study on the 
treatise, called it a patchwork.’®* It gives, however, an impressive idea of the 
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political, diplomatic, and economic power of the Empire in the tenth cen- 
tury."°° Much geographical material is found also in his third work, On 
Themes, based partly on geographical works of the fifth and sixth centuries. 
It was also in his time that the large work On the Ceremonies of the Byzantine 
Court was compiled. This was primarily a detailed description of the compli- 
cated code of life at the imperial court, and might almost be considered as a 
book of “court regulations.” It was compiled chiefly on the basis of official 
court records of various periods, and the data found in it on baptism, marriage, 
coronation, burial of emperors, on various church solemnities, on the recep- 
tion of foreign ambassadors, on the equipment of military expeditions, on 
offices and titles, and many other aspects of life form an invaluable source 
for the study, not only of the life at court, but also of the social life of the 
whole Empire. The Byzantine court ceremonial which sprang up and de- 
veloped out of the court ceremonies of the late Roman Empire of the time of 
Diocletian and Constantine the Great later penetrated the court life of western 
Europe and the Slavonic states, including Russia. Even some of the court 
ceremonies of Turkey of the twentieth century bear traces of Byzantine in- 
fluence. Constantine is also responsible for the lengthy account of the trium- 
phant removal of the miraculous image of the Saviour from Edessa to Con- 
tantinople in the year 944. Popular tradition claimed that this image had 
been originally sent by Christ to the Prince of Edessa. 

From the circle of literary and scholarly men gathered about Constantine 
came the historian Joseph Genesius, the author of a history from the time 
of Leo V to that of Leo VI (813-86), and Theodore Daphnopates, who wrote 
a historical work which has not survived, some diplomatic letters, several 
sermons for Christian holidays, and a number of biographies. At the instance 
of the Emperor, Constantine the Rhodian wrote a poetic description of the 
Church of the Apostles, which is especially valuable because it gives us a 
picture of this famous church which was later destroyed by the Turks. 

Among the encyclopedias which appeared under Constantine was the 
famous collection of Lives of Saints, compiled by Simeon Metaphrastes. To 
the early tenth century belongs also the Anthologia Palatina, compiled by 
Constantine Kephalas. It derives its name from the only manuscript, the 
Codex Palatinus, which is now at Heidelberg, Germany. The claim of some 
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Rhodian should be considered improbable. The Anthologia Palatina is a large 
collection of short poems of both Christian and pagan times, and stands out as 
an example of the fine literary taste of the tenth century.'*° 

The time of Constantine Porphyrogenitus witnessed also the compilation 
of the famous Lexicon of Suidas. There is no information whatever on the 
life and personality of the author of this lexicon, which is the richest source 
for the explanation of words, proper names, and articles of general use. The 
literary and historical articles concerning works which have not come down 
to the present are of especially great value. In spite of many shortcomings, 
“the Lexicon of Suidas is a lofty monument of the compilatory diligence of 
Byzantine scholars at the time when the learned activity of the rest of Europe 
had completely declined. This was a new evidence of the wide extent to 
which the Byzantine Empire, in spite of all the internal and external up- 
heavals, preserved and developed the remnants of ancient culture.”**" 

Another eminent figure of the period of the Macedonian dynasty was 
Arethas, archbishop of Caesarea, in the early part of the tenth century. His 
broad education and profound interest in literary works, both ecclesiastic and 
secular, were reflected in his own writings. His Greek commentary on the 
Apocalypse, the first as far as is known, his notes on Plato, Lucian, and Euse- 
bius, and finally his valuable collection of letters, preserved in one of the 
Moscow manuscripts and still unpublished, indicate that Arethas of Caesarea 
was an outstanding figure in the cultural movement of the tenth century.’** 

Patriarch Nicholas Mysticus, well known for his active part in the ecclesi- 
astical life of this period, left a valuable collection of over 150 letters. It con- 
tains messages written to the Arabian Emir of Crete, to Simeon of Bulgaria, 
to the popes, to Emperor Romanus Lecapenus, to bishops, monks, and various 
officials of civil administration. From them come materials on the internal and 
political history of the tenth century. 

Leo the Deacon, a contemporary of Basil II and an eyewitness of the events 
of the Bulgarian war, left a history in ten books which covers the time from 
959-975 and contains accounts of the Arabian, Bulgarian, and Russian cam- 
paigns of the Empire. This history is all the more valuable because it is the 
only contemporary Greek source dealing with the brilliant period of Niceph- 
orus Phocas and John Tzimisces. The work of Leo the Deacon is also in- 
valuable for the first pages of Russian history because of the extensive data 
on Sviatoslav and his war with the Greeks. 

The monograph of John Cameniates, a priest of Thessalonica, on the 


166 See Krumbacher, Geschichte der by- 168 Qn Arethas and his environment see 
zantinischen  Litteratur, 727. Montelatici, some interesting data in M. A. Shanguin, “By- 
Storia della letteratura bizantina, 120, 125. zantine Political Personalities of the First Half 


167 Krumbacher, Oid., 568. On recent studies of the Tenth Century,” Vizantiysky Sbornik 
see bibliography. (1945), 228-36. 


Literature, Learning, and Art 365 


Arabian conquest of Thessalonica in go4, of which Cameniates was an eye- 
witness, has already been mentioned. 

Among the chroniclers of this period was the anonymous continuator of 
Theophanes (Theophanes Continuatus), who described events from 813 to 
961 on the basis of the works of Genesius, of Constantine Porphyrogenitus, and 
of the continuator of George Hamartolus. The question of the identity of the 
author of this compilation is still unsolved.'®* 

The group of chroniclers of the tenth century are usually represented by four 
men: Leo the Grammarian, Theodosius of Melitene, the anonymous Con- 
tinuator of George Hamartolus, and Symeon Magister and Logothete, the 
so-called Pseudo-Symeon Magister. But these are not original writers; all of 
them were copyists, abbreviators, or revisers of the Chronicle of Symeon 
Logothete, whose complete Greek text has not yet been published. There is, 
however, a published Old Slavonic version of it so that a fairly good idea can 
be formed of the unpublished Greek text.'”° 

To the tenth century belongs also a very interesting figure in the history of 
Byzantine literature, John Kyriotes, generally known by his surname, 
Geometres. The height of his literary activity falls in the time of Nicephorus 
Phocas, John Tzimisces, and Basil II. The first of these was his favorite hero. 
He left a collection of epigrams and occasional poems, a work in verse on 
ascetism (Paradise), and some hymns in honor of the Holy Virgin. His 
epigrams and occasional poems are closely related to the important political 
events of his time, such as the deaths of Nicephorus Phocas and John Tzimis- 
ces, the insurrection of Bardas Sclerus and Bardas Phocas in his poem The 
Rebellion, the Bulgarian war, etc. All these are of special interest to the student 
of this period. One poem on his journey from Constantinople to Selybria, 
through districts which had seen military action, gives a strikingly forceful 
and pathetic picture of the sufferings and ruin of the local peasantry.’"* Krum- 
bacher was undoubtedly right when he said that John Geometres belongs 
to the best aspect of Byzantine literature." Many of his poems deserve trans- 
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lation into modern tongues. His prose works, of a rhetorical, exegetical, and 
oratorical character, are less interesting than his poems. 

During the reign of Nicephorus Phocas also the pseudo-Lucianic Dialogue, 
Philopatris was compiled. This, it has been said, represents “a Byzantine form 
of humanism,” and for the tenth century reveals “a renaissance of Greek spirit 
and classical tastes.”*7° 

One of the best of Byzantine poets, Christopher of Mytilene, who has only 
recently become well known, flourished in the first half of the eleventh cen- 
tury. His short works, written mainly in iambic trimeter in the form of epi- 
grams or addresses to various persons, including a number of contemporary 
emperors, are distinguished by graceful style and fine wit.'" 

In the tenth century, when Byzantine civilization was experiencing a period 
of brilliant development, representatives of the barbarian West came to the 
Bosphorus for their education. But at the end of the tenth and beginning of 
the eleventh centuries, when the entire attention of the Empire was concen- 
trated upon campaigns which raised the Empire to the pinnacle of its military . 
fame, intellectual and creative activity declined somewhat. Basil II treated 
scholars with disdain. Anna Comnena, a writer of the twelfth century, re- 
marks that “from the reign of Basil Porphyrogenitus (i.e., Basil II Bulgar- 
octonus) until that of (Constantine) Monomachus, learning was neglected 
by the majority of the people, but did not go down entirely, and later rose 
again.”*® Separate individuals continued to work diligently and spend long 
nights over books by the light of lamps.’’® But higher education with govern- 
ment support on a wide scale was revived only in the middle of the eleventh 
century under Constantine Monomachus, when a group of scholars, headed by 
the young Constantine Psellus, aroused the Emperor’s interest in their projects 
and exerted much influence at court. Heated disputes began concerning the na- 
ture of the reforms of the higher school. While one party wanted a law school, 
the other demanded a philosophical school, i.e., a school for general education. 
The agitation constantly increased, and even assumed the aspect of street 
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demonstrations. The Emperor found a good way out of the situation by or- 
ganizing both a philosophical faculty and a school of law. The founding of the 
university followed in 1045. The Novel dealing with the founding of the law 
school has been preserved. The philosophical department, headed by the 
famous scholar and writer, Psellus, taught philosophy and aimed at giving 
its student a broad general education. The law school was a sort of juridical 
lyceum or academy. 

A strong need was felt by the Byzantine government for educated and ex- 
perienced officials, especially jurists. In the absence of special legal schools, 
young men gained their knowledge of law from practicing jurists, notaries, 
and lawyers, who very seldom possessed deep and extensive knowledge in 
this field. The juridical lyceum founded in the time of Constantine Mono- 
machus was to aid in meeting this urgent need. The lyceum was directed by 
John Xiphilin, a famous contemporary and friend of Psellus. As before, edu- 
cation was free of charge. The professors received from the government good 
salaries, silk garments, living provisions, and Easter gifts. Admission was 
free for all those who desired to enter, regardless of social or financial status, 
providing they had sufficient preparation. The Novel on the founding of the 
juridical academy gives an insight into the government’s views on education 
and juridical knowledge. The law school of the eleventh century had distinctly 
practical aims, for it was expected to prepare skillful officials acquainted with 
the laws of the Empire.?” 

The head of the philosophy school, Constantine Psellus, usually known 
by his monastic name of Michael, was born in the first half of the eleventh 
century. Through his excellent education, wide knowledge, and brilliant 
ability he rose very high in the esteem of his contemporaries and became one 
of the most influential personalities in the Empire. He was invited to the 
court, and there he was given important offices and high titles. At the same 
time he taught philosophy and rhetoric to a large number of students. In 
one of his letters Psellus wrote: “We have enthralled the Celts [1.¢., the peoples 
of western Europe] and Arabs; and they have resorted to our glory even from 
the two continents; the Nile irrigates the land among the Egyptians, and my 
tongue [irrigates| their spirit. . . . One of the peoples calls me a light of 
wisdom, another, a luminary, and the third has honored me with the most 
beautiful names.”?"* Following the example of his friend John Xiphilin, the 
head of the law academy, he took the monastic habit under the name of 
Michael and spent some time in a monastery. But solitary monastic life did 
not appeal to Psellus’ nature. He left the monastery and returned to the 
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capital, resuming his important place at court. Toward the end of his life 
he rose to the high post of prime minister. He died near the end of the eleventh 
century, probably in the year 1078.*”° 

Living as he did in the time of unrest and decline of the Empire, accom- 
panied by frequent changes on the throne which often meant changes in 
policy, Psellus showed great ability in adjusting himself to the changing con- 
ditions of life. During his service under nine emperors he continued to rise 
in rank and grow in influence. Psellus did not hesitate to use flattery, sub- 
serviency, or bribes in order to build up his own well-being. It cannot therefore 
be said that he possessed very high moral qualities, although in this regard 
he was not different from a large number of men of that troubled and difhcult 
period. 

He possessed many qualities however which placed him far above his 
contemporaries. He was a highly educated man who knew much, read ex- 
tensively, and worked assiduously. He achieved much in his lifetime and left 
many works on theology, philosophy (in which he followed Plato), natural 
sciences, philology, history, and law, and he wrote some poetry, a number 
of orations, and many letters. The History of Psellus, describing events from 
the death of John Tzimisces until the last years of the author’s life (976-1077), 
is a very valuable source for the history of the eleventh century, in spite of 
certain prejudices in the account. In all his literary activity Psellus was a 
representative of secular knowledge imbued with Hellenism. It is very ap- 
parent that he was not modest in his opinions of himself. In his chronography 
he wrote, “I was certified that my tongue has been adorned with flowers even 
in simple utterances; and without any effort natural sweetness falls in drops 
from it.”*®° Elsewhere Psellus said that Constantine IX “admired his elo- 
quence exceedingly, and his ears were always attracted to his tongue”; that 
Michael VI “admired him profoundly and tasted, as it behooves, the honey 
which flowed from his lips”; that Constantine X “filled himself with his 
words as with nectar”; that Eudocia “regarded him as a God.”?** Historians 
still disagree in their appraisal of the personality and activity of Psellus. And 
yet there seems to be little doubt that he must have occupied as high a place 
in the Byzantine cultural life of the eleventh century as Photius did in the 
ninth century, and Constantine Porphyrogenitus in the tenth.°? 


179 Renauld, Michel Psellos: Chronographie 
ou Histoire d’un siecle de Byzance, 976-1077, 
I, ix. 

180 Jbid., 139. Sathas, Bibliotheca Graeca 
Mediu Aevi, IV, 123-24. 

181 F, Renauld, Etude de la langue et du style 
de Michel Psellos, 432-33; Renauld, Psellos: 
Chronographie, I, xiv-xv. 


182], Hussey, “Michael Psellus,” Speceulem, 
X (1935), 81-90. Hussey, Church and Learning 
in the Byzantine Empire, 867-1185, 73-88. M. 
Jugie, “Michael Psellus,” Dictionnarre de thé- 
ologie catholique, XIII (1936), 1149-58. V. 
Valdenberg, “The Philosophical Ideas of Mi- 
chael Psellus,” Vizantiysky Sbornik (1945), 


249-55. 


Literature, Learning, and Art 369 


The time of the Macedonian dynasty, especially the tenth century, is viewed 
as the period of the development of Byzantine epic poetry and Byzantine 
popular songs, whose chief hero was Basil Digenes Akrites. The intense life 
on the eastern border with its almost incessant warfare offered a wide field 
for brave deeds and dangerous adventures. The deepest and most durable 
impression was left in the memory of the people by the hero of these border 
provinces, Basil Digenes Akrites. The true name of this epic hero was, appar- 
ently, Basil; Digenes and Akrites were only surnames. The name “Digenes” 
may be translated as “born of two peoples,” and originated because his father 
was a Muhammedan Arab and his mother a Christian Greek. Digenes was 
usually applied to children born of parents of different races. Akrites (plural 
Akritai) was a name applied during the Byzantine period to the defenders 
of the outermost borders of the Empire, trom the Greck-werd akra (axpa), 
meaning “border.” The Akritai sometimes enjoyed a certain amount of inde- 
pendence from the central government, and are compared with the western 
European markgraves (meaning rulers of the borderlands, marches) and 
with the cossacks of the #kraina (meaning border, also) in the history of 
Russia. 

The epic hero Digenes Akrites devoted all of his life to the struggle with 
the Muslims and Apelatai. The latter name, which originally meant “those 
who drive away the cattle,” and later simply “robbers,” was applied on the 
eastern border of the Byzantine Empire to mountain robbers, “those bold 
fellows, strong in spirit and body, half robbers and half heroes,”’’** who 
scorned the authority of the Emperor and the caliph, and devastated the lands 
of both. In times of peace these robbers were fought by the joint efforts of 
Christians and Muslims, while in times of war each side strove to gain the 
support of these daring men. Rambaud said that in the border districts “one 
felt far removed from the Byzantine Empire, and it might have seemed that 
one was not in the provinces of an enlightened monarchy, but in the midst 
of the feudal anarchy of the West.”?** 

On the basis of various hints found throughout the epic of Digenes Akrites 
it may be asserted that the real event on which it is based took place in the 
middle of the tenth century in Cappadocia and in the district of the Euphrates. 
In the epic Digenes accomplishes great deeds and fights for the Christians and 
the Empire; in his conception orthodoxy and Romania (the Byzantine em- 
pire) are inseparable. The description of Digenes’ palace gives a closer view 
of the magnificence and wealth found in the midst of the large landowners 
of Asia Minor so strongly resented by Basil II Bulgaroctonus. The original 
prototype of Digenes Akrites, however, has been said to be not Christian but 
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the half-legendary champion of Islam, Saiyid Battal Ghazi, whose name is 
connected with the battle at Acroinon in 740. The name of Digenes remained 
popular even in the later years of the Byzantine Empire. Theodore Pro- 
dromus, the poet of the twelfth century, when attempting to give due praise 
to Emperor Manuel Comnenus, could not find a better title for him than “the 
new Akrites.”?* 

According to Bury, “As Homer reflects all sides of a certain stage of early 
Greek civilization, as the Nibelungenlied mirrors the civilization of the Ger- 
mans during the period of the migrations, so the Digenes cycle presents a 
comprehensive picture of the Byzantine world in Asia Minor and of the 
frontier life.”®* This epic has survived the Byzantine Empire. Even today 
the people of Cyprus and Asia Minor sing of the famous Byzantine hero.’?** 
Near Trebizond travelers are still shown his grave, which, according to popu- 
lar tradition, is supposed to protect the newly born against evil spells. In its 
contents the epic resembles very closely well-known western European epic 
legends, such as the Song of Roland of the time of Charlemagne, or The Cid, 
both of which also grew out of the struggle between Christianity and Mu- 
hammedanism. 

The epic of Digenes Akrites is preserved in several manuscripts, the oldest 
of which belongs to the fourteenth century.*** The study of it has recently 
entered a new phase in the illuminating researches initiated by H. Grégoire 
and brilliantly carried out by his collaborators, M. Canard and R. Goossens. 
It is almost certain that the historical prototype of Digenes was Diogenes, the 
turmarchus of the theme of Anatolici, in Asia Minor, who fell in 788 fighting 
against the Arabs. Many elements of the poem date from the events of the 
tenth century, when the Byzantine troops established themselves on the 
Euphrates and the tomb of Digenes, near Samosata, was identified about 
940. Extremely interesting connections have been discovered between the 
Byzantine epic and Arabian and Turkish epics, and even with the Tales of 
the Thousand-and-One Nights. This epic, with its historical background and 
ramifications in the field of Oriental epics, presents one of the most fascinating 
problems of Byzantine literature.?*° 
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Byzantine epics in the form of popular ballads have been reflected in Rus- 
sian epic monuments, and the epic of Digenes Akritas has its place there. 
In ancient Russian literature The Deeds and Life of Digenes Akrites appears; 
this was known even to the Russian historian, Karamzin (early nineteenth 
century), who at first viewed it as a Russian fairy tale. It was of no little im- 
portance in the development of old Russian literature, for old Russian life 
and letters were profoundly affected by Byzantine influence, both ecclesi- 
astical and secular. It is interesting to note that in the Russian version of the 
poem on Digenes there are sometimes episodes which have not yet been dis- 
covered in its Greek texts.?”° 

The intellectual and artistic life of the Empire in.the difficult and troubled 
times continued to develop along the lines of the Macedonian period. The 
activity of Michael Psellus, for instance, was not interrupted. This alone 
may serve as an indication of the fact that the cultural life of the country did 
Not cease to exist. Psellus was favored by the accidental rulers of the period 
as much as he was by the representatives of the Macedonian house. 

Among the notable writers of this period was Michael Attaliates. He was 
born in Asia Minor, but later migrated to Constantinople and there chose 
a legal and juristic career. His surviving works belong to the field of history 
and jurisprudence. His history, embracing the period from 1034 to 1079, based 
on personal experience, gives a true picture of the time of the last Macedonian 
rulers and the years of the troubled period. The style of Michael Attaliates 
already showed evidences of the artificial renaissance of classicism which be- 
came so widespread under the Comneni. The law treatise of Michael, derived 
entirely from the Basilics, enjoyed very great popularity. His aim was to edit 
a very brief manual of law accessible to all. Highly valuable data on the cul- 
tural life of the Byzantine Empire in the eleventh century are found in the 
statute compiled by Michael for the poorhouse and monastery he founded. 
This statute contains an inventory of the property of the poorhouse and 
monastery which included, among other things, a list of books donated to the 
monasterial library. 

The time of the Macedonian dynasty is of great importance for the history 
of Byzantine art. The period from the middle of the ninth century until the 
twelfth century, i.e., including the period of the subsequent dynasty of the 
Comneni, is characterized by scholars as the second Golden Age of Byzantine 
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Art, the first Golden Age being the time of Justinian the Great. The icono- 
clastic crisis liberated Byzantine art from stifling ecclesiastic and monastic 
influences and indicated new paths outside of religious subjects. These paths 
led to the return to the traditions of early Alexandrian models, to the develop- 
ment of ornament borrowed from the Arabs and therefore closely related to 
the ornament of Islam, and to the substitution for ecclesiastical subjects of 
historical and profane motives, which were treated with greater realism. But 
the artistic creations of the epoch of the Macedonian dynasty did not limit 
themselves to merely borrowing or copying these subjects; it introduced some- 
thing of its own, something original. 


The revived Greek style of the Macedonian and Comnenian periods was able 
to contribute something more than the physical grace of the fourth-century Hellen- 
istic manner; it had gathered to itself much of the gravity and strength of an 
earlier age. These qualities imposed themselves upon Middle Byzantine expression. 
Their influence excluded the clumsy forms of the sixth century, which continued 
only in religious centers in remote provinces where the power of the capital was 
not felt. They lent a dignity and graciousness, a restraint and balance, an undis- 
turbed refinement which became characteristics of Byzantine design in its maturer 
period. They grew into harmony with religious emotion; they had a seriousness 
which the work of Hellenistic times had not possessed. Though there may be 
exaggeration in saying that in its later centuries Byzantine art was systematically 
and progressively hellenized, it is certain that a thorough and complete orientaliza- 
tion was no longer possible.?*1 


The famous Austrian art historian, J. Strzygowski, attempted to prove a 
theory which is closely connected with the epoch of the Macedonian dynasty. 
In his opinion the accession of the first ruler of this dynasty, an Armenian by 
birth, marked a new stage in the history of Byzantine art, namely, the period 
of the direct influence of Armenian art upon the artistic efforts of Byzantium. 
In other words, in place of the older notion that Armenia was under the strong 
influence of Byzantine art, Strzygowski attempted to prove the very opposite. 
It is true that Armenian influence was strongly felt in the time of the Mace- 
donian dynasty, and that many Armenian artists and architects worked in 
Byzantium. The New Church, built by Basil I, may have reproduced an 
Armenian plan; when in the tenth century the dome of St. Sophia was 
damaged by an earthquake, it was to an Armenian architect, builder of the 
cathedral of Ani in Armenia, that the work of restoration was entrusted. But 
though in Strzygowski’s theories, as Ch. Diehl said, there are “many in- 
genious and seductive things,” they cannot be accepted in full.’?? 

Basil I was a great builder. He erected the New Church, the Nea, which was 
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as important an event in Basil’s constructive policy as the erection of St. Sophia 
in that of Justinian. He constructed a new palace, the Kenourgion, and deco- 
rated it with brilliant mosaics. Basil I also restored and adorned St. Sophia 
and the Church of the Holy Apostles. St. Sophia, damaged by the earthquake 
of 989, was also the object of the care of the emperors of the tenth and eleventh 
centuries. 

Under the Macedonian emperors there appeared for the first time the im- 
perial ikon-painting schools, which not only produced large numbers of ikons 
and decorated the walls of churches, but also engaged in illustrating manu- 
scripts. In the time of Basil II appeared the famous Vatican Menologium, or 
Menology, with beautiful miniatures—illustrations carried out by eight il- 
luminators whose names are inscribed on the margins.'®® To this epoch be- 
long also many other interesting, original, and finely executed miniatures. 

The main center of artistic developments was the city of Constantinople, but 
the Byzantine provinces of that period have also preserved important monu- 
ments of art, such as the dated “Church of Skripu” (a.v. 874), in Boeotia; a 
group of churches on Mount Athos, dating from the tenth or early eleventh 
century; St. Luke of Stiris in Phocis (the early eleventh century) ; Nea Moni 
on Chios (the middle of the eleventh century), the monastery church of 
Daphni in Attica (the end of the eleventh century). In Asia Minor the numer- 
ous rock-cut churches of Cappadocia have preserved a large number of ex- 
tremely interesting frescoes, many of which belong to the ninth, tenth, and 
eleventh centuries. The discovery and study of these Cappadocian frescoes, 
which “revealed an astonishing wealth of mural painting,” are closely 
connected with the name of the G. de Jerphanion, S.I., who devoted most of 
his life to the minute investigation of Cappadocia, “a new province of By- 
zantine art.”?°° 

The influence of Byzantine art of the Macedonian period extended beyond 
the boundaries of the Empire. The most recent painting in the famous Santa 
Maria Antica at Rome, assigned to the ninth or tenth centuries, may take a 
place with the best products of the Macedonian Renaissance.’®* St. Sophia of 
Kiev (A.D. 1037), in Russia, as well as many other Russian churches, belong 
also to the “Byzantine” tradition of the epoch of the Macedonian emperors. 

The most brilliant period of the Macedonian dynasty (867-1025) was also 
the best time in the history of Byzantine art from the point of view of artistic 
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vitality and originality. The subsequent period of troubles and the time of 
the Comneni, beginning with the year 1081, witnessed the rise of an entirely 
different, drier, and more rigid art. 


“The Byzantine standards, which had been carried (in the time of Basil II) into 
Armenia, were by degrees withdrawn; those of the Seljuqg Turks advanced. At 
home there reigned the spirit of immobility which finds its expression in ceremonies 
and displays, the spirit of an Alexius Comnenus and his court. All this was re- 
flected in the art of the century preceding the invasion of the Crusaders from the 
West. The springs of progress dried up; there was no longer any power of organic 
growth; the only change now possible was a passive acceptance of external forces. 
Religious fervor was absorbed in formal preoccupations. The liturgical system, by 
controlling design, led to the production of manuals, or painter’s guides, in which 
the path to be followed was exactly traced; the composition was stereotyped; the 
very colors were prescribed.” 1®7 
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CHAPTER VII: BYZANTIUM AND THE CRUSADES 


THE COMNENI EMPERORS AND THEIR FOREIGN POLICY 


HE revolution of 1081 elevated to the throne Alexius Comnenus, whose 
uncle Isaac had been emperor for a short time at the end of the sixth 
decade of the eleventh century (1057-59). The Greek name of the Comneni, 
mentioned in the sources for the first time under Basil IJ, came originally from 
a village not far from Hadrianople. Later the family became large landowners 
in Asia Minor.’ Both Isaac and his nephew Alexius distinguished themselves 
by their military talents. Under Alexius the military party and provincial large 
landowners triumphed over the bureaucrats and civil regime of the capital, 
and at the same time the epoch of troubles came to its end. The first three 
Comneni succeeded in keeping the throne for a century and transferring it 
from father to son. 

Owing to his energetic and skillful rule, Alexius I (1081-1118) secured the 
Empire from serious external dangers which sometimes threatened the very 
existence of the state. But the succession of the throne created difficulties. 
Long before his death, Alexius had nominated his son, John, heir to the im- 
perial dignity and thereby. greatly. irritated. his elder daughter, Anna, the 
famous authoress of the historical work, Alexiad. She devised a complicated 
plot in order to remove John and force the recognition as heir to the throne of 
her husband, Nicephorus Bryennius, who was also an historian. The aged 
Alexius remained, however, firm in his decision, and after his death John 
was proclaimed Emperor. 

Upon ascending the throne, John Il _(2248-+143) had at once to undergo 
a painful expérience. A plot against him was discovered, in which his sister 
Anna took the leading part; his mother was also entangled. The conspiracy 
failed, but John treated the conspirators very leniently, only punishing the 
majority by depriving them of their property. Because of his lofty moral 
qualities, John deserved general respect; he was called Calojohn (Caloyan), 
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that is to say, John the Good (or the Handsome). Both Greek and Latin 
writers are unanimous in their high appreciation of John’s character. Nicetas 
Choniates said, “he was the best type (xopwvis) of all the Emperors, from the 
family of the Comneni, who had ever sat upon the Roman throne.”” Gibbon, 
who was always severe in his judgment of Byzantine rulers, wrote of this 
“best and greatest of the Comnenian princes,” that even “the philosophic 
Marcus (Aurelius) would not have disdained the artless virtues of his suc- 
cessor, derived from his heart, and not borrowed from the schools.”® 

Opposed to needless luxury and wasteful prodigality, John stamped his 
mark upon the court, which, under his_rule,lived-a-strtet-and economical 
life; there were no more entertainments, no festivities, no enormous expenses. 
On the other hand, the reign of this merciful; calm, and most moral Emperor 
was little but a continuous military campaign. 

His son and successor, Manuel I (1143-1180) formed a complete contrast 
to John. A convinced admirer of the West who had chosen as his ideal the 
western knight, the new Emperor changed at once the austere court setting 
of his late father. Cheerful entertainments, love, receptions, sumptuous fes- 
tivities, hunting parties after the western pattern, tournaments—all these 
spread widely over Constantinople. The visits to the capital of foreign sover- 
eigns such as the kings of Germany and France, the sultan of Iconium, and 
several Latin princes from the East, with the king of Jerusalem, Amaury I, 
at their head, required enormous amounts of money. 

A very great number of western Europeans appeared at the Byzantine court, 
and the most lucrative and responsible offices of the Empire began to pass 
into their hands. Manuel was married twice, each time to a western princess. 
His first wife, Bertha of Sulzbach, whose name was changed in Byzantium 
to Irene, was a sister-in-law of the king of Germany, Conrad III; his second 
wife; Mary (Maria), was a French lady of rare beauty, a daughter of a prince 
of Antioch. The whole reign of Manuel was regulated by his western ideals, 
as well as by his illusive dream of restoring the unity of the former Roman 
Empire; for that purpose he hoped, with the aid of the pope, to deprive the 
king of Germany of his imperial crown, and he was even ready to effect a 
union with the western Catholic church. Latin oppression and neglect of 
indigenous interests, however, evoked general discontent among the popu- 
lation; and a vigorous desire to change the system arose. But Manuel died 
before he saw the collapse of his policy. 

Alexius II (1180-1183), son and successor of Manuel, was twelve years old 
at his father’s death. His mother, Mary of Antioch, was proclaimed regent. 
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But practically all power passed into the hands of the regent’s favorite, Alexius 
Comnenus, Manuel’s nephew. The new government relied upon the support 
of the hated Latin element. Popular exasperation, therefore, kept i increasing. 
Empress Mary, formerly so popular, was now considered as a “foreigner.” 
The French historian Diehl compared the condition of Mary to that of Marie 
Antoinette, who in the time of the French revolution was similarly called by 
the populace “the Austrian.”* 

A strong party formed against the all-powerful favorite Alexius Comnenus; 
at the head of that party stood Andronicus Comnenus, one,.of the most singu- 
lar figures in the — of Byzantine history, and an interesting type for both 
historian ani ndronicus, a nephew of John II and cousin of Manuel 
I, belonged to the poses line of the Comneni, which had been removed 
from the throne and had distinguished itself by extraordinary energy, some- 
times wrongly directed. Later, in the third generation, this line provided the 
sovereigns of the Empire of Trebizond who are known in history as the dy- 
nasty of the Grand Comneni. “Prince-exile” of the twelfth century, “the 
future Richard III of Byzantine history,” in whose soul there was “something 
similar to that of Caesar Borgia,” “Alcibiades of the Middle-Byzantine Em- 
pire,” Andronicus represented “a perfect type of a Byzantian of the twelfth — 
century with all his virtues and vices.”° Handsome, elegant, and witty, an 
athlete and a warrior, well educated and charming, especially to the women 
who adored him, frivolous and passionate, skeptic and, in case of need, hypo- 
crite and perjurer, ambitious conspirator and intriguer, terrible in his later 
days for his ferocity, Andronicus, as Diehl said, being a genius by nature, 
might have become the savior and regenerator of the exhausted Byzantine 
Empire; but for that purpose he lacked “perhaps, a little moral sense.”® 

An historian contemporary with Andronicus, Nicetas Choniates, wrote 
about him: “Who has been born of such strong rock or with a heart forged 
on such an anvil as not to be softened by the streams of Andronicus’ tears nor 
to be charmed by the wiliness of his words which he poured out as from a 
dark spring.” The same historian compared Andronicus to the “multiform 
Proteus.” 

In spite of a semblance of friendship with Manuel, Andronicus was sus- 
pected by the latter and found no opportunities of presenting himself in his 
true light in Byzantium. He spent most of Manuel’s reign in wandering over 
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the different countries of Europe and Asia. Having been sent by the Emperor 
first to Cilicia and then to the borders of Hungary, Andronicus was accused 
of political treason and plotting against Manuel’s life; he was confined in a 
Constantinopolitan prison, where he spent several years; after many extraor- 
dinary adventures, he succeeded in escaping from his confinement through a 
neglected drain pipe; then he was caught again and imprisoned for several 
years more. But he escaped again to the north and took refuge in southwest 
Russia with the Prince of Galich, Yaroslav. Under the year 1165 a Russian 
chronicler said: “The Emperor’s cousin Kyr (Sir) Andronicus took refuge 
from Tsargrad with Yaroslav of Galich; and Yaroslav received him with 
great love and gave him several cities in consolation.”® As Byzantine sources 
report, Andronicus was kindly received by Yaroslav, had his residence in 
Yaroslav’s house, ate and hunted with him, and even took part in his councils 
with the boyars (Russian nobility).° But the stay of Andronicus at the court 
of the Prince of Galich seemed dangerous to Manuel, whose restless relative 
was already entering into negotiations with Hungary, with which Byzantium 
had begun a war. Manuel accordingly determined to pardon Andronicus, who 
was dismissed by Yaroslav from Galich to Constantinople, “with great honor,” 
as a Russian chronicler says.'° 

Appointed Duke of Cilicia, in Asia Minor, he did not stay there for long. 
He arrived in Palestine via Antioch; there he fell in love with Theodora, the 
Emperor’s relative and widow of the King of Jerusalem, who yielded to his 
solicitations. The infuriated Emperor commanded Andronicus to be blinded, 
but warned in time of his danger, he fled abroad with Theodora and led a 
wandering life for several years in Syria, Mesopotamia, and Armenia, spend- 
ing some time even in far-off Iberia (Georgia or Gruzia, in the Caucasus). 

At last, Manuel’s envoys succeeded in seizing the passionately beloved 
Theodora and the children she had borne to Andronicus; incapable of endur- 
ing that loss, he resolved to make his submission to Manuel. Pardon was 
granted, and Andronicus apparently repented the follies of his stormy life. 
His appointment as governor of Pontus, in Asia Minor on the shores of the 
Black Sea, was a sort of honorable exile of a dangerous relative. At that time, 
1180, Manuel died, and his son, Alexius II, a child of twelve, became Emperor. 
Andronicus was then sixty years old. 

Such was the biography of the man in whom the population of the capital, 
exasperated by the latinophile policy of the Empress-regent, Mary of Antioch, 
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and her favorite, Alexius Comnenus, reposed all their trust. Very skillfully 
pretending to protect the violated rights of the minor Alexius II, who was in 
the power of the wicked rulers, and to be “a friend of the Romans” 
(dtAopwmacos), Andronicus succeeded in winning the hearts of the exhausted 
population, who deified him. A contemporary, Eustathius of Thessalonica, 
said Andronicus “to the majority of people, was dearer than God himself,” 
or, at least, “immediately followed him.”” 

After having created the proper feeling in the capital, Andronicus set out 
for Constantinople. At the news of his march, the populace of the capital gave 
vent to their hatred for the Latins. A raging mob attacked the Latin quarter 
and began to massacre the Latins, without distinction of sex or age; the infuri- 
ated populace plundered not only private houses, but also Latin churches and 
charitable institutions; in a hospital the patients lying in bed were murdered; 
the papal legate was insulted and beheaded; many Latins were sold into 
slavery in the Turkish markets. By that massacre of the Latins in 1182, as Th. 
Uspensky said, “the seed of the fanatic enmity between West and East, if not 
planted, was watered.”’? The all-powerful ruler, Alexius Comnenus, was im- 
prisoned and blinded. Then Andronicus entered the capital in triumph. In 
order to give stability to his position, he began gradually to destroy Manuel’s 
relatives and commanded the Empress-mother, Mary of Antioch, to be 
strangled. Then Andronicus became joint emperor with Alexius II. Several 
days later, in spite of his solemn promise to protect Alexius’ life, he com- 
manded him also to be strangled in secret. Thereupon, in 1183, Andronicus, 
at sixty-three years of age, became the sole all-powerful emperor. 

Ascending the throne with designs which became evident later, Andronicus 
could maintain his power only by a system of terrorism and unspeakable 
cruelty. In external affairs, he showed neither energy nor initiative. The mood 
of the populace turned against him. In 1185 a revolution broke out which 
elevated to the throne Isaac Angelus. Andronicus’ attempt to escape met with 
failure. Dethroned, he was exposed to hideous tortures and insults, which 
he bore with superhuman courage. In his atrocious sufferings he many times 
repeated: “Lord, have mercy upon me! Why do you break a bruised reed ?””** 
The new emperor did not even allow the lacerated remains of Andronicus to 
be buried; and with this tragedy the last brilliant Byzantine dynasty came to 
its end. 

11Eustathii De Thessalonica a Latinis Vizantiysky Vremennik, XXV (1927-28), 14. 
capta, Bonn ed., 388. 13 Nicetas Choniates, Historia, Bonn ed., 
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Alexius I and external relations before the First Crusade 


Anna Comnena, the educated and gifted daughter of the new Emperor, 
Alexius, said that her father, at the beginning of his reign, viewed the Turkish 
danger from the east and the Norman from the west, and “saw that his 
Empire was in fatal agony.”** The external situation of the Empire was very 
serious and gradually became still more troublesome and complicated. 

The Norman War—The Duke of Apulia, Robert Guiscard, after conquer- 
ing the Byzantine possessions in southern Italy, formed much wider plans. 
Ambitious to deal a blow at the very heart of Byzantium, he transferred 
hostilities to the Adriatic coast of the Balkan peninsula. He left the government 
of Apulia to his younger son Roger and, with his elder brother Bohemond, 
well-known as a participator in the First Crusade, sailed against Alexius, 
with a considerable fleet. His chief immediate aim was to seize the maritime 
city of Dyrrachium (formerly Epidamnus; Slavonic Drach [Dra¢c] now 
Durazzo) in Illyria. Dyrrachium, the chief city of the theme of Dyrrachium, 
which had been organized under Basil II Bulgaroctonus, was very well forti- 
fied and justly considered the key to the Empire in the west. The famous 
military road of Egnatius (via Egnatia), constructed as far back as Roman 
times, led from Dyrrachium to Thessalonica and then farther to the east 
toward Constantinople. Therefore it was perfectly natural that Robert’s chief 
attention should be directed upon Dyrrachium. This expedition was “the 
prelude of the Crusades and preparation (Vorbereitung) for the Frankish 
dominion in Greece,”*® “the pre-crusade of Robert Guiscard, his great war 
against Alexius Comnenus.””*® 

Realizing that with his own forces he was incapable of overcoming the 
Norman danger, Alexius Comnenus called on the West for aid, and among 
other rulers he appealed to Henry IV of Germany. Henry at that ume had 
some difficulties within his own empire and had not yet settled his struggle 
with Pope Gregory VII so that he was able to afford no aid to the Byzantine 
Emperor. But Venice, with a view to her own interests, replied favorably to 
the appeal of Alexius. In return for the help of her fleet, the Emperor 
promised the Republic of St. Mark enormous trade privileges. It suited the 
interests of Venice to support the eastern Emperor in his war against the 
Normans because in case of military success the Normans could immediately 
seize the trade routes to Byzantium and the East, in other words, could obtain 
possession of what the Venetians themselves hoped in the course of time 
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to control. Besides, a real and immediate danger pressed upon Venice: Norman 
possession of the Ionian Islands, especially Corft. and Cephalonia, and the 
west coast of the Balkan peninsula, would have barred the Adriatic to the 
Venetian vessels plying in the Mediterranean. 

After the capture of the island of Corft, the Normans besieged Dyrra- 
chium by land and sea. Although the Venetian vessels had relieved the 
besieged city on the seaward side, the land army under Alexius, composed 
of Macedonian Slavs, Turks, the imperial Varangian-English bodyguard, 
and some other nationalities, was heavily defeated. At the beginning of 1082, 
Dyrrachium opened its gates to Robert. But a revolt which had broken 
out in south Italy called Robert away. Bohemond, to whom the command 
of the expeditionary corps had been delegated by his brother, was finally 
vanquished.*’ A new expedition undertaken by Robert against Byzantium 
was successful, but an epidemic broke out among his troops and Robert 
himself fell a victim to the disease. He died in 1085 in the north of the island 
of Cephalonia. Even today a small bay and village in the island, Fiscardo 
(Guiscardo, Portus Wiscardi, in the Middle Ages, from the name of Robert 
Guiscard), recalls the name of the powerful Duke of Apulia. With Robert’s 
death the Norman invasion of Byzantine territory ceased, and Dyrrachium 
passed again to the Greeks.*® 

It has been shown that the aggressive policy of Robert Guiscard in the 
Balkan peninsula failed. But under him the question of the south Italian 
possessions of Byzantium was definitely decided. Robert had founded the 
Italian state of the Normans, because he was the first to succeed in unifying 
the various countries founded by his compatriots and in forming the Duchy 
of Apulia, which under him lived through a period of brilliance. A certain 
decline of the Duchy which came on after Robert’s death, lasted for about 
fifty years, at the end of which the foundation of the Sicilian Kingdom opened 
a new era in the history of the Italian Normans. Robert Guiscard, the French 
historian Chalandon declared, “opened a new way to the ambition of his 
descendants: after him the Italian Normans were to direct their gaze toward 
the east; in the east and at the expense of the Greek Empire, twelve years 
later, Bohemond was to create a princedom for himself.”*® 

Venice, in return for the aid given by her fleet, received from the Emperor 
enormous trade privileges which established for the Republic of St. Mark 
quite an exceptional position in the Empire. Besides magnificent presents to 
the Venetian churches and honorable titles with a fixed salary to the doge and 
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Venetian patriarch and their successors, the imperial charter of Alexius (or 
chrysobull, i.e. the charter confirmed with a gold imperial seal) of May 1082 
granted the Venetian merchants the right of buying and selling all over the 
Empire and made them free of custom, port, and other dues connected with 
trade; the Byzantine customs officers had no right of inspecting their mer- 
chandise. In the capital itself the Venetians received a large quarter with many 
shops and stores as well as three landing places, which were called in the 
East scales (maritimas tres scalas), where the Venetian vessels could be freely 
loaded and unloaded. The charter of Alexius gives an interesting list of the 
places of the Empire which were commercially most important, on the sea- 
shore and in the interior, which were open to Venice in Asia Minor, the 
Balkan peninsula and Greece, and in the islands of the Aegean, ending with 
Constantinople, which is called in this document Megalopolis, i.e. Great City. 
In their turn, the Venetians promised to be the faithful subjects of the Em- 
pire.”° By the privileges accorded to the Venetian merchants in the charter 
they were treated much more favorably than the Byzantine merchants them- 
selves. By the charter of Alexius Comnenus a solid foundation was laid for 
the colonial power of Venice in the East; the conditions established to create 
her economic preponderance in Byzantium were such as would seem likely 
to make competition impossible for a long time. But the same exceptional 
economic privileges granted Venice served in the course of time, under 
changed circumstances, as one of the causes of the political conflicts between 
the Eastern Empire and the Republic of St. Mark. 

Struggle of the Empire against the Turks and Patzinaks—The Turkish 
danger from the east and north, from the Seljugs and Patzinaks, which had 
already been very threatening under the predecessors of Alexius Comnenus, 
increased in intensity under that monarch. The victory over the Normans and 
Guiscard’s death had permitted Alexius to restore the Byzantine territory in 
the west as far as the Adriatic coast, but on the other borders, the attacks of 
the Turks and Patzinaks were so successful that the Empire was considerably 
reduced in territory. Anna Comnena rhetorically declared that at that time 
“the neighboring Bosphorus was the frontier of the Roman Empire in the 
east, and Hadrianople in the west.””* 

It seemed that in Asia Minor, which had been almost wholly conquered by 
the Seljuqs, circumstances were shaping themselves favorably for the Empire, 
because among the Turkish rulers (emirs) a struggle for power was weaken- 
ing the Turkish strength and bringing the country into a state of anarchy. But 


20G, L. F. Tafel and G. M. Thomas, Ur- des Mittelalters und der neuern Zeit, 1 (1), 27- 
hunden zur altern Handels- und Staatsge- 28; contains very good bibliography. 
schichte der Republik Venedig, 1, 51-54. See 21 Alexias, VI, 11; ed. Reifferscheid, I, 214- 
F. Dolger, Corpus der griechischen Urkunden 15. 


Foreign Policy of the Comneni 383 


Alexius was unable to take full advantage of the distractions of the Turks 
because of the attacks of the Patzinaks from the north. 

In their conflict with Byzantium the Patzinaks found allies within the 
Empire in the Paulicians who dwelt in the Balkan peninsula.”? The Paulicians 
represented an Eastern dualistic religious sect, one of the chief branches of 
Manichaeism, which had been founded in the third century a.v. by Paul of 
Samosata and reformed in the seventh century. Living in Asia Minor, on the 
eastern border of the Empire, and firmly adhering to their doctrine, they 
sometimes caused grave trouble to the Byzantine government by their war- 
like energy. One of the familiar methods of Byzantine internal policy was to 
transport various nationalities from one place to another; for example, the 
Slavs were moved to Asia Minor and Armenians to the Balkan peninsula. 
The Paulicians also had been transported in great numbers from the eastern 
border to Thrace in the eighth century by Constantine V Copronymus, as 
well as in the tenth century by John Tzimisces. The city of Philippopolis in 
the Balkan peninsula became the center of the Paulicians. Tzimisces, by 
settling the eastern colony in the vicinity of that city, succeeded first in re- 
moving the stubborn sectarians from their strongholds and castles on the 
eastern border, where it was very difficult to manage them, and also he hoped 
that in their new settlement the Paulicians would serve as a strong bulwark 
against the frequent invasions of the northern “Scythian” barbarians. In the 
tenth century the Paulician doctrine had been carried into Bulgaria by the 
reformer of that doctrine, Pope Bogomile, after whom the Byzantine writers 
named his followers Bogomiles. From Bulgaria the Bogomile doctrine later 
passed into Serbia and Bosnia, and then into western Europe, where the fol- 
lowers of the eastern dualistic doctrine bore different names: Patarins in Italy, 
Cathari in Germany and Italy, Poblicans (i.e. Paulicians) and Albigensians 
in France. 

The Byzantine government was disappointed in its expectations from 
eastern sectarians settled in the Balkan peninsula. First of all, the unexpected 
spreading of the heresy was speedy and wide. Secondly, the followers of the 
Bogomile doctrine became the spokesmen for the national Slavonic political 
opposition against the severe Byzantine administration in both ecclesiastical 
and secular matters, especially within Bulgaria, which had been conquered 
by Basil II. Therefore, instead of defending the Byzantine territory from the 
northern barbarians, the Bogomiles called on the Patzinaks to fight against 
Byzantium. The Cumans (Polovtzi) joined the Patzinaks. 

The struggle with the Patzinaks, in spite of some temporary successes, taxed 
all the strength of Byzantium. At the end of the ninth decade Alexius Com- 
nenus suffered a terrific defeat at Dristra (Durostolus, Silistria), on the lower 
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Danube, and was nearly captured himself. Only the quarrel resulting from 
the division of the spoil, which had broken out between the Patzinaks and 
Cumans, prevented the former from taking full advantage of their victory. 

After a short relief obtained from the Patzinaks by payment, Byzantium had 
to live through the terrible time of 1090-1091. The Patzinaks came, after a 
stubborn struggle, up to Constantinople itself. Anna Comnena related that, 
on the day of the commemoration of the martyr Theodore Tyron, the inhabi- 
tants of the capital, who usually went to visit in great numbers the church 
of the martyr in a suburb beyond the city wall, could not do so; it was im- 
possible to open the city gates, because the Patzinaks were standing under the 
walls.?* 

The situation of the Empire became still more critical when a Turkish 
pirate, Tzachas, began to menace the capital from the south. He had spent 
his youth in Constantinople at the court of Nicephorus Botaniates, had re- 
ceived a high Byzantine title, and on the accession of Alexius Comnenus, had 
fled to Asia Minor. Having taken possession by means of his fleet of Smyrna 
and some other cities of the western coast of Asia Minor and some islands of 
the Aegean, Tzachas boldly set himself the goal of dealing a blow to Con- 
stantinople from the sea and thereby cutting off all means of supply from the 
capital. To assure the effectiveness of his plan, he entered into negotiations 
with the Patzinaks in the north and the Seljugs of Asia Minor in the east. 
Secure of success, Tzachas already called himself emperor (basileus), put on 
the insignia of imperial rank, and dreamt of making Constantinople the 
center of his state. Both the Patzinaks and Seljuqs were Turks who, thanks 
to their military and political relations, came to realize their ethnographic 
kinship. The Russian scholar V. Vasilievsky declared “in the person of 
Tzachas there appeared a foe of Byzantium who combined with the enter- 
prising boldness of a barbarian the refinement of a Byzantine education and 
an excellent knowledge of all the political relations of eastern Europe of that 
time; he planned to become the soul of the general Turkish movement and 
would and could give a reasonable and definite goal and general plan to the 
senseless wanderings and robberies of the Patzinaks.”** It seemed that on the 
ruins of the Eastern Empire a new Turkish state of the Seljuqs and Patzinaks 
would now be founded. “The Byzantine Empire,” as Vasilievsky continued, 
“was drowning in the Turkish invasion.”** Another Russian historian, Th. 
Uspensky, wrote: “In the winter of 10go-91 the condition of Alexius Com- 
nenus can be compared only with that of the last years of the Empire, when 
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the Ottoman Turks surrounded Constantinople on all sides and cut it off from 
outward relations.”?° 

Realizing the whole horror of the condition of the Empire, Alexius followed 
the usual Byzantine diplomatic tactics of rousing one barbarian against the 
others: he appealed to the Khans (princes) of the Cumans (Polovtzi), those 
“allies in despair,” asking them to help him against the Patzinaks. The savage 
and ferocious Cuman Khans, Tugorkhan and Boniak, very well known in the 
Russian chronicles,*” were invited to Constantinople, where they were re- 
ceived in the most flattering way and sumptuously entertained. The Byzan- 
tine Emperor humbly solicited the aid of the barbarians, who were very proud 
to be on an equal footing with the Emperor. The Cuman Khans gave Alexius 
their word and kept it. On the twenty-ninth of April, rog1, a bloody battle 
took place; in all probability, the Russians as well as the Cumans took part in 
it. The Patzinaks were crushed and mercilessly annihilated. Anna Comnena 
noted: “One could see an extraordinary spectacle: the whole people, reckon- 
ing not in ten thousands but surpassing any number, entirely perished on that 
day with wives and children.” This battle left its trace in a contemporary 
Byzantine song, “The Scythians” (so Anna Comnena calls the Patzinaks), 
“because of one day did not see May.”?® By their interference in favor of 
Byzantium the Cumans did an enormous service to the Christian world. 
“Their chiefs, Boniak and Tugorkhan, must be justly reckoned among the 
saviors of the Byzantine Empire.”?° 

Alexius returned to the capital in triumph. Only a small part of the cap- 
tured Patzinaks were left alive. This remnant of the terrific horde settled 
in the Balkan peninsula, east of the Vardar river, and later on entered the 
Byzantine army, in which they formed a special contingent. The Patzinaks 
who had succeeded in escaping beyond the Balkans were so weakened that 
for thirty years they could undertake nothing against Byzantium. 

Tzachas, who had terrified Byzantium but had not succeeded in supporting 
the Patzinaks with his fleet, lost a part of his conquests in the conflict with 
the Greek maritime forces. Then the Emperor stirred up against him the 
sultan of Nicaea, who invited Tzachas to a festival and killed him with his 
own hand. Thereupon the sultan came to a peaceful agreement with Alexius. 
Thus the critical situation of 1091 was successfully settled for the Empire, 
and the following year, 1092, proceeded under quite different conditions. 
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In the desperate days of 1091 Alexius had sought allies not only among 
the Cuman barbarians, but, apparently, also among the western Latins. Anna 
Comnena wrote that Alexius “was anxious to dispatch messages calling on 
mercenaries from all sides.”*° That such messages were dispatched also to 
the West is shown from another passage of the same authoress who stated 
that, soon afterwards, Alexius “was expecting the mercenaries from Rome.””*? 

In connection with these events, historians usually discuss the problem of 
a message of Alexius Comnenus to his old friend, Count Robert of Flanders, 
who some years before had passed through Constantinople on his way back 
from the Holy Land. In his letter the Emperor depicted the desperate situa- 
tion “of the most Holy Empire of the Greek Christians which is oppressed 
by the Patzinaks and Turks,” told of the insulting and murdering of the 
Christians, children, youths, women, and girls, as well as of the almost com- 
plete occupation of the Empire’s territory by enemies; “there is left almost 
nothing but Constantinople, which our enemies threaten to take away from 
us in the very near future, unless speedy help from God and from the faithful 
Latin Christians reach us”; the Emperor “is running before the Turks and 
Patzinaks” from one city to another and prefers to deliver Constantinople 
into the hands of the Latins rather than those of the pagans. In order to 
stimulate the ardor of the Latins, the message gives a long list of relics of the 
capital and reminds the Count of the uncounted wealth and treasure accumu- 
lated there. “Therefore, hasten with all your people; strain all your forces, 
lest such treasures fall into the hands of the Turks and Patzinaks. . . . En- 
deavor, so long as you have time, that the Christian Empire and, which is 
still more important, the Holy Sepulcre be not lost to you and that you may 
have in heaven no doom, but reward. Amen!”’? 

V. Vasilievsky, who referred this message to the year 1091, wrote: “In 1091, 
from the shores of the Bosphorus, there broke upon western Europe a real wail 
of despair, a real cry of a drowning man who already was uncertain whether 
a friendly or unfriendly hand would be lent for his salvation. The Byzantine 
Emperor did not hesitate now to reveal before the eyes of the foreigners the 
whole depth of shame, dishonor, and humiliation, into which the Empire of 
the Greek Christians had been precipitated.”** 

This document, depicting in such vivid colors the critical situation of By- 
zantium about 1091, has been the cause of many discussions among scholars. 
It survives only in a Latin version. Opinions are divided: some, for example 
the Russian scholars V. Vasilievsky and Th. Uspensky, considered the letter 
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authentic; others, for example the French scholar Riant, regarded it as spuri- 
ous. The more recent historians who have been interested in this problem 
incline to recognize, with some limitations, the authenticity of the message, 
i.e. they acknowledge the existence of an original text, which has not been 
preserved of the message which was addressed by Alexius Comnenus to Robert 
of Flanders. The French historian Chalandon admitted that the middle part 
of the message was composed on the basis of the original letter; but the 
Latin message was drawn up by somebody in the West to stimulate the 
crusaders a short time before the First Crusade (in the form of an excita- 
torium).** The more recent publisher of the letter and investigator of it, the 
German scholar, Hagenmeyer, agreed in substance, but with some restrictions, 
with the opinion of Vasilievsky concerning the authenticity of Alexius’ mes- 
sage.*° In 1924 B. Leib wrote that this letter was but an amplification made 
shortly after the Council of Clermont and was doubtless inspired by the au- 
thentic message that the Emperor had sent Robert to remind him of the 
promised reinforcements.** Finally, in 1928, Bréhier wrote: “It is possible, 
following Chalandon’s hypothesis, that Robert, after his return to Flanders, 
forgot his promise; then Alexius sent him an embassy and letter, but, of 
course, entirely different from the text which has come down to us. As far as 
this apocryphal document is concerned, it might have been composed, perhaps 
with the aid of the authentic letter, at the moment of the siege of Antioch, 
in 1098, to demand reinforcements in the West. Alexius’ letter, then, has noth- 
ing to do with the origins of the crusade.”*” In his history -of the First Cru- 
sade, H. Sybel considered the letter of Alexius to Robert of Flanders an official 
documentary source with reference to the crusade.** 

Some time is devoted to the question of the message of Alexius Comnenus 
to Robert of Flanders, because with it is partly connected the important prob- 
lem whether the Emperor called upon the aid of the West or not. The state- 
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ment of the contemporary Anna Comnena that Alexius was sending messages 
to the West, supports the fact that he must have sent a message to Robert of 
Flanders, and the probability that this message is the basis of the embellished 
Latin text which exists today. It is very probable that the original message was 
sent by Alexius in the critical year 1ogr.*° It is also very probable that in 
1188-89 an imperial message was sent to the Croatian King Zvonimir to urge 
him to take part in the struggle of Alexius Comnenus “against the Pagans and 
Infidels.”*° 

The success of Alexius with external enemies was followed by similar 
success with internal enemies. Conspirators and pretenders, who wished to 
profit by the difficult situation of the Byzantine Empire, were discovered and 
punished. 

Besides the peoples mentioned, the Serbs and Magyars (Hungarians) had 
begun to assume importance under Alexius Comnenus before the First Cru- 
sade. In the second half of the eleventh century Serbia became independent, 
and her independence was sealed by the adoption by the Serbian prince of the 
title of king (kral). His was the farst kingdom of Serbia with the capital at 
Scodra (Skadar, Scutari). The Serbs had taken part in the army of Alexius 
during his war with the Normans and abandoned the Emperor at the critical 
moment. But after Dyrrachium had been reconquered by Byzantium from 
the Normans, hostilities between Alexius and Serbia began, and under the 
difficult circumstances of the Empire, their issue could not be very fortunate 
for the Emperor. Shortly before the crusade, however, a peace was made 
between the Serbs and the Empire. 

Relations with Hungary (Ugria), which had previously taken an active 
part in the Bulgaro-Byzantine war of the tenth century under Simeon, be- 
came strained in the reign of Alexius Comnenus. At the end of the eleventh 
century continental Hungary, under the kings of the dynasty of Arpad, be- 
gan to expand south toward the sea, toward the coast of Dalmatia. This was 
the cause of dissatisfaction both to Venice and to Byzantium. Thus the inter- 
national policy of the Empire toward the time of the First Crusade had grown 
considerably more extended and complicated, and raised new problems. 

But almost at the end of the eleventh century Alexius Comnenus, who had 
overcome the numerous dangers which threatened him and seemed to have 
created peaceful conditions for the Empire, could gradually prepare for the 
struggle with the eastern Seljuqs. With that struggle in view, the Emperor 
undertook a number of offensive measures. Then he heard of the approach of 
the first crusading troops to the borders of his empire. The First Crusade had 
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begun; it changed Alexius’ plans and led him and the Empire into new ways 
which were later to prove fatal to Byzantium. 


The First Crusade and Byzantium 


The epoch of the crusades is one of the most important in the history of the 
world, especially from the point of view of economic history and general 
culture. For a long time the religious problem pushed into the background 
the other sides of this complicated and manifold movement. The first country 
to realize the full importance of the crusades was France, where in 1806 the 
French Academy and then the National Institute offered a prize for the best 
work which had for its purpose: “To examine the influence of the Crusades 
upon the civil liberty of the peoples of Europe, their civilization, and the 
progress of knowledge, commerce, and industry.” Of course, at the beginning 
of the nineteenth century it was premature to discuss thoroughly such a prob- 
lem; it has not even yet been solved. But it is worth pointing out that the epoch 
of the crusades ceased to be discussed exclusively from the narrower stand- 
point of the religious movements of the Middle Ages. Two volumes were 
crowned in 1808 by the French Academy: one book by a German, A. Heeren, 
which was published at the same time in German and French under the title 
An Essay on the Influence of the Crusades Upon Europe; the other book, 
the work of the Frenchman M. Choiseul Daillecourt, Upon the Influence 
of the Crusades on the State of the European Peoples. Though both these 
studies are now out of date, they do not lack interest, especially the first. 

Of course, the crusades are the most important epoch in the history of the 
struggle of the two world religions, Christianity and Islam—the struggle 
which has been carried on from the seventh century. But in this process not 
only religious idealistic motives were involved. Even in the First Crusade, 
which reflected most plainly the ideals of the crusade movement to deliver 
the Holy Land from the hands of the infidel, secular objects and earthly 
interests were already evident. “There were two parties among the crusaders, 
that of the religious-minded, and that of the politicians.”** Citing these 
words of the German scholar Kugler, the French historian, Chalandon, 
added: “This statement of Kugler’s is absolutely true.”** But the more closely 
scholars examine internal conditions of the life of western Europe in the 
eleventh century, especially the economic development of the Italian cities 
at that time, the more they are convinced that economic phenomena also 
played a very significant part in the preparation and carrying out of the First 
Crusade. With every new crusade the secular side was felt more and more 
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strongly; finally, during the Fourth Crusade, this secular standpoint gained a 
definite victory over the primitive idea of the movement, as the taking of 
Constantinople and the foundation of the Latin Empire by the crusaders in 
1204 demonstrated. 

Byzantium played such an important role in that epoch that the study of 
the Eastern Empire is necessary to a full and complete understanding of the 
origin and development of the crusades. Moreover, the majority of those who 
have studied the crusades have treated the problem from a too “occidental” 
point of view, with the tendency to make of the Greek Empire “the scapegoat 
charged with all the faults of the crusaders.”** 

Since their first appearance in the stage of world history in the fourth 
decade of the seventh century, the Arabs, with extraordinary rapidity, had 
conquered on the territory of the Eastern Empire, Syria, Palestine, Mesopo- 
tamia, the eastern regions of Asia Minor, Egypt, the northern seashore of 
Africa, and then Spain, the major part of which had belonged to the Visi- 
goths. In the second half of the seventh and at the beginning of the eighth 
century, the Arabs had twice besieged Constantinople, which had been res- 
cued, not without difficulty, by the energy and talent of the Emperors Con- 
stantine IV and Leo III Isaurian. In 732 the Arabs who had invaded Gaul 
from beyond the Pyrenees were stopped by Charles Martel near Poitiers. In 
the ninth century they conquered Crete, and toward the beginning of the 
tenth century Sicily and the major part of the southern Italian possessions of 
the Eastern Empire passed over into their hands. 

These Arabian conquests were of the greatest importance for the political 
and economic situation of Europe. The astounding offensive of the Arabs, 
as H. Pirenne said, “changed the face of the world. Its sudden thrust had 
destroyed ancient Europe. It had put an end to the Mediterranean common- 
wealth in which it had gathered its strength. . . . The Mediterranean had 
been a Roman lake; now it became, for the most part, a Moslem lake.”** 
This statement of the Belgian historian must be accepted with some reserva- 
tions. Commercial relations between western Europe and the eastern countries 
were restricted by the Muslims but were not suspended. Merchants and pil- 
grims continued to travel back and forth, and exotic oriental products were 
available in Europe, for example, in Gaul.*® 
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Primitive Islam had distinguished itself by tolerance. Some separate cases 
of assaults on the churches and Christians occurred in the tenth century, but 
they had no religious motive so that such unfortunate incidents were only 
sporadic. In the conquered regions the Arabs had, for the most part, preserved 
churches and Christian service. They had not prohibited the practice of Chris- 
tian charity. In the epoch of Charlemagne, at the beginning of the ninth 
century, there were inns and hospitals in Palestine for the pilgrims; new 
churches and monasteries were being restored and built and for that pur- 
pose Charlemagne sent copious “alms” to Palestine. Libraries were being 
organized in the monasteries. Pilgrims visited the Holy Land unmolested. 
These relations between the Frankish empire of Charlemagne and Pales- 
tine, in connection with the exchange of some embassies between the 
western monarch and the caliph Harun ar-Rashid, led to the conclusion sup- 
ported by some scholars that a kind of Frankish protectorate had been es- 
tablished in Palestine under Charlemagne as far as the Christian interests 
in the Holy Land were concerned, the political power of the caliph in that 
country remaining untouched.** On the other hand, another group of his- 
torians, denying the importance of those relations, say that the “protectorate” 
was never established and that “it is a myth quite analogous to the legend of 
Charlemagne’s crusade to the Holy Land.”*? The title of one of the re- 
cent articles on this subject is “The Legend of Charlemagne’s Protectorate 
in the Holy Land.”** The term “Frankish protectorate,” like many other 
terms, is conventional and rather vague; but a discussion of it is important 
in order to show that already at the opening of the ninth century the Frankish 
Empire had very important interests in Palestine, a fact which is of consider- 
able significance for the further development of the international relations 
preceding the crusades. 

In the second half of the tenth century the brilliant victories of the Byzan- 
tine troops under Nicephorus Phocas and John Tzimisces over the eastern 
Arabs made Aleppo and Antioch in Syria vassal states of the Empire, and 
after that the Byzantine army probably entered Palestine.*® These military 
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successes of Byzantium had a repercussion in Jerusalem, so that the French 
historian Bréhier judged it possible to speak of the Byzantine protectorate 
over the Holy Land which put an end to the Frankish protectorate there.*° 

When, in the second half of the tenth century (in 969), Palestine had 
passed over to the Egyptian dynasty of the Fatimids, the new position of the 
country seems not to have brought about, at least at the beginning, any sub- 
stantial change in the life of the eastern Christians, and pilgrims continued 
to come to Palestine in safety. But in the eleventh century circumstances 
changed. The insane Fatimid caliph Hakim, the “Egyptian Nero,”*' began 
a violent persecution of Christians and Jews all over his possessions. In 1009 he 
caused the Temple of the Resurrection and Golgotha in Jerusalem to be de- 
stroyed. In his rage for destroying churches he stopped only because he was 
afraid that a similar fate would befall mosques in Christian regions.*? 

When L. Bréhier wrote of the Byzantine protectorate over the Holy Land, 
he had in view a statement of an Arabian historian of the eleventh century, 
Yahya of Antioch. The latter says that in 1012 a Bedouin chief who had re- 
volted against the caliph Hakim took possession of Syria, forced the Christians 
to restore the Church of the Resurrection in Jerusalem, and made a bishop 
the patriarch of Jerusalem; then the Bedouin “helped him to build up the 
Church of the Resurrection and restore many places in it as much as he 
could.”** Interpreting this text the Russian scholar V. Rosen remarked that 
the Bedouin acted “probably in order to win the good will of the Greek Em- 
peror.”** Bréhier ascribed Rosen’s hypothesis to Yahya’s text. Since this im- 
portant statement of the Bedouin’s motive does not belong to Yahya, one may 
not afirm Bréhier’s theory of the Byzantine protectorate over Palestine as 
positively as he does in his book.*° 

But in any event, that was only the beginning of the restoration of the Holy 
Land. After Hakim’s death in 1021, a time of tolerance for the Christians 
ensued. A peace was made between Byzantium and the Fatimids, and the 
Byzantine emperors were able to take up the real restoration of the Temple of 
the Resurrection. The restoration of the Temple was completed in the middle 
of the eleventh century under Emperor Constantine Monomachus. The Chris- 
tian quarter was surrounded by a strong wall. Pilgrims again could go to 
the Holy Land, and among the other pilgrims mentioned in the sources is 
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a most celebrated man, Robert the Devil, Duke of Normandy, who died at 
Nicaea in 1035, on his way back from Jerusalem.*® Perhaps at the same time, 
in the fourth decade of the eleventh century, the famous Varangian of that 
epoch, Harald Haardraade, supported by a body of Scandinavians who arrived 
with him from the north, came to Jerusalem and fought against the Muslims 
in Syria and Asia Minor.*’ Vexations against the Christians soon recom- 
menced. In 1056 the Holy Sepulchre was closed, and more than three hundred 
Christians were exiled from Jerusalem.*® 

The destroyed Temple of the Resurrection was evidently restored with 
magnificence. A Russian pilgrim, the abbot (:gumen) Daniel, who visited 
Palestine in the first years of the twelfth century, soon after the foundation 
of the Kingdom of Jerusalem in 1099, enumerated the columns of the Temple, 
described its marble decorated floor and the six doors, and gave interesting 
information on the mosaics. He also described many churches, relics, and 
places of Palestine mentioned in the New Testament.*® Daniel and an Anglo- 
Saxon pilgrim, Saewulf, his contemporary, told how “the pagan Saracens” 
(i.e. Arabs), hiding themselves in the mountains and caves, sometimes at- 
tacked the traveling pilgrims and robbed them. “The Saracens, always laying 
snares for the Christians, lie hidden in the hollow places of the mountains 
and the caves of the rocks, watching day and night, and always on the 
lookout for those whom they can attack.”®° 

The Arabs’ tolerance toward the Christians also manifested itself in the 
West. When, for instance, at the end of the eleventh century the Spaniards 
conquered the city of Toledo from the Arabs, they were surprised to find 
Christian churches in the city untouched and to learn that services had con- 
tinued there undisturbed. Similarly, when at the end of the eleventh century 
the Normans took possession of Sicily, they found there, in spite of more 
than two hundred years of Arabian rule in the island, a very large number 
of Christians who were freely professing their faith. Thus the first incident 
of the eleventh century which struck the Christian west painfully was the 
destruction of the Temple of the Resurrection and Golgotha in 100g. Another 
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event connected with the Holy Land took place in the second half of the 
eleventh century. 

The Seljuq Turks, after they had crushed the Byzantine troops at Manzikert, 
in 1071, founded the Sultanate of Rum or Iconium in Asia Minor and pro- 
ceeded to advance successfully in all directions. Their military successes had 
repercussion at Jerusalem: in 1070, a Turkish general, Atzig, marched upon 
Palestine and captured Jerusalem. Shortly after the city revolted, so that 
Atzig had to lay siege to it again. Jerusalem was retaken and terribly sacked. 
Then the Turks conquered Antioch in Syria, established themselves at 
Nicaea, Cyzicus, and Smyrna in Asia Minor, and occupied the islands Chios, 
Lesbos, Samos, and Rhodes. The condition of European pilgrims in Jerusalem 
and other places grew worse. Even if the persecution and insults of the 
Christians that many scholars ascribe to the Turks are exaggerated, it is very 
difficult to agree with the judgment of W. Ramsay on the mildness of the 
Turks toward the Christians: “The Seljuk sultans governed their Christian 
subjects in a most lenient and tolerant fashion, and even the prejudiced By- 
zantine historians drop a few hints at the Christians in many cases preferring 
the rule of the sultans to that of the emperors. . . . Christians under the 
Seljuk rule were happier than the heart of the Byzantine Empire, and most 
miserable of all were the Byzantine frontier lands exposed to continual raids. 
As to religious persecution there is not a trace of it in the Seljuk period.”** 

The destruction of the Temple of the Resurrection in 1009 and the conquest 
of Jerusalem by the Turks in the eighth decade of the eleventh century were 
facts that profoundly affected the religious-minded masses of western Europe 
and evoked a powerful emotion of religious enthusiasm. Moreover, many 
Europeans realized that if Byzantium fell under the pressure of the Turks 
the whole of the Christian West would be exposed to terrible danger. “After 
so many centuries of terror and devastations,” said a French historian, “will 
the Mediterranean world succumb again to the assault of the barbarians? 
Such is the anguished question that is raised toward 1075. Western Europe, 
slowly reconstructed in the course of the eleventh century, will take charge 
of replying to it: to the mass attacks of the Turks it prepares to reply by a 
crusade.”°? 

But the most threatening danger from the ever-growing power of the Turks 
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was felt by the Byzantine emperors, who, after the defeat of Manzikert, seemed 
to be unable to resist the Turks successfully with their own forces. Their eyes 
were turned to the West, mainly to the Pope, who as the spiritual head of the 
western European world could, through his influence, induce the western 
European peoples to furnish Byzantium with adequate assistance. Sometimes, 
as the message of Alexius Comnenus to Robert of Flanders shows, the em- 
perors also appealed to individual rulers of the West. But Alexius had in mind 
merely some auxiliary troops, not powerful and well-organized armies. 

The popes replied very favorably to the appeals of the eastern emperors. 
Besides the purely idealistic side of the question—aid for Byzantium and 
thereby for all the Christian world, as well as the liberation of the Holy Land 
—the popes had also in view, of course, the interests of the Catholic church; 
in case of the success of the enterprise the popes could hope to increase their 
influence still more and restore the eastern church to the bosom of the 
Catholic church. They could not forget the rupture of 1054. The original idea 
of the Byzantine Emperor to get some mercenary auxiliaries from the West 
gradually developed, especially under the influence of papal appeals, into the 
idea of a crusade, that is to say, into the idea of a mass movement of the western 
European peoples, sometimes under the direction of their sovereigns and the 
most eminent military leaders. 

As late as the second half of the nineteenth century scholars believed that 
the first idea of the crusades and the first call was ex ressed at the close of 
the tenth century by the famous Gerbert, latef Pope Sylvester II. Among his 
letters is one “From the ruined Church of Jerusalem to a Church Universal”; 
in this letter the Church of Jerusalem appealed to the Church Universal, 
asking the latter to come to her aid. Today the best authorities on Gerbert’s 
problem consider this letter an authentic work of Gerbert written before he 
became pope; but they see in it no project of a crusade, merely an ordinary 
message to the faithful asking them to send charity to support Christian in- 
stitutions at Jerusalem.®? At the close of the tenth century the position of the 
Christians in Palestine was not yet such as to call for any crusading move- 
ment. 

Yet before the Comneni, under the pressure of the Seljuq and Patzinak 
danger, the Emperor Michael VII Ducas had sent a message to Pope Gregory 
VII begging him for help and promising the reunion of the churches. Also 
the pope had written many letters, in which he exhorted his correspondents 
to support the perishing Empire. In his letter to the Duke of Burgundy he 
wrote: “We hope . . . that, after the conquest of the Normans, we shall cross 


68 T, Havet, Lettres de Gerbert (983-97), 230 and n. 137. See also H. Sybel, Geschichte 
22 and n. 3. N. Bubnov, The Collection of des ersten Kreuzzuges (2nd ed., 1881), 458- 
Gerbert’s Letters as a Historical Source, ll,  §9. 


396 Byzantium and the Crusades 


over to Constantinople to help the Christians, who, deeply depressed by fre- 
quent attacks of the Saracens, anxiously beg that we lend them a helping 
hand.”** In another letter Gregory VII spoke “of the pitiful destiny of the 
great Empire.”®* In a letter to the German king, Henry IV, the pope wrote 
that “most of transmarine Christianity is being destroyed by the pagans in 
crushing defeat and, like cattle, they are every day being murdered, and the 
Christian race is being exterminated”; they humbly beseech help in order 
“that the Christian religion may not entirely perish in our day, which Heaven 
forbid” ; following the papal exhortations the Italians and the other Europeans 
(ultramontant) are equipping an army, of more than 50,000, and planning, 
if possible, to establish the pope at the head of the expedition; they are willing 
to rise against the enemies of God and to reach the Holy Sepulchre. “I am 
induced to do so,” the pope continued, “because the Constantinopolitan 
Church, which disagrees with us concerning the Holy Ghost, desires to come 
to an agreement with the Apostolic throne.”®° 

In these letters the question was not only of a crusade for the liberation of 
the Holy Land. Gregory VII was planning an expedition to Constantinople 
in order to save Byzantium, the chief defender of Christianity in the East. 
The aid procured by the pope was to be followed by the reunion of the 
churches and by the return of the “schismatic” eastern church to the bosom 
of the “true” Catholic church. One is given the impression that in these letters 
it is a question rather of the protection of Constantinople than of the con- 
quest of the Holy Land. Moreover, all these letters were written before the 
eighth decade of the eleventh century, when Jerusalem passed into the hands 
of the Turks and when the position of the Palestinian Christians grew worse. 
Thus, in Gregory’s plans the Holy War against Islam seems to have taken 
second place; it seems that, in arming the western Christians for the struggle 
with the Muslim east, the pope had in view the “schismatic” east. The latter 
seemed to Gregory more horrid than Islam. In one of his briefs concerning 
the regions occupied by the Spanish Moors, the pope openly declared that 
he would prefer to leave these regions in the hands of the infidel, that is to 
say, of the Muhammedans, rather than see them fall into the hands of the 
disobedient sons of the church.*” If the messages of Gregory VII embody the 
first plan of the crusades, they show the connection between this plan and 
the separation of the churches in 1054. 

Like Michael VII, Alexius Comnenus, especially under the pressure of the 
horrors of 1091, made appeals to the West, asking that mercenary auxiliaries 
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be sent. But the interference of the Cumans and the violent death of the 
Turkish pirate Tzachas ended the danger, so that from the point of view 
of Alexius, western auxiliaries seemed useless to the Empire in the following 
year, 1092. Meanwhile, the movement, created by Gregory VII in the West, 
spread widely, thanks especially to the confident and active Pope Urban II. 
The modest auxiliaries asked for by Alexius Comnenus were forgotten. Now 
it was a question of a mass movement. 

The first critical investigation of a German historian, H. Sybel, published 
for the first time in 1841, advanced these principal causes for the crusades, 
from the western point of view:°® (1) The first is the general religious spirit 
of the Middle Ages which increased in the eleventh century owing to the 
Cluniac movement. In a society depressed by the consciousness of its sins there 
is a tendency to asceticism, to seclusion, to spiritual deeds, and to pilgrimage; 
the theology and philosophy of the time were also deeply affected by the 
same influence. This spirit was the first general cause which roused the masses 
of the population to the deed of freeing the Holy Sepulchre. (2) The second 
is the growth of the papacy in the eleventh century, especially under Gregory 
VII. Crusades seemed very desirable to the popes, because they opened wide 
horizons for the further development of the papal power and authority; if the 
popes succeeded in the enterprise whose initiators and spiritual guides they 
were to become, they would spread their authority over many new countries 
and restore “schismatic” Byzantium to the bosom of the Catholic church. 
Thus, their idealistic desire to aid the eastern Christians and to deliver the 
Holy Land intermingled with their wish to increase their power and authority. 
(3) Worldly and secular motives also played a considerable part with the dif- 
ferent social classes. Sharing in the general religious emotion, the feudal no- 
bility, barons, and knights, were filled with the spirit of adventure and with 
the love of war. An expedition against the East was an unequaled opportunity 
to satisfy their ambition and bellicosity, and to increase their means. As far 
as the lower classes were concerned, the peasants, ground down by the burden 
of feudal despotism and swept away by rudimentary religious feeling, saw in 
the crusade at least a temporary relief from feudal oppression, a postpone- 
ment of payment of their debts, a certain security for their families and their 
modest chattels, and release from sins. Later, other phenomena were empha- 
sized by scholars in connection with the origin of the First Crusade. 

In the eleventh century western pilgrimages to the Holy Land were particu- 
larly numerous. Sometimes pilgrimages were made by very large groups; 
along with the individual pilgrimages there were real expeditions to the 
Holy Land. In 1026-27 seven hundred pilgrims, at whose head was a French 
abbot and among whom were many Norman knights, visited Palestine. In 
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the same year William, count of Angouléme, followed by several abbots of 
the west of France and by a great number of nobles, made a voyage to Jeru- 
salem. In 1033 there was such a congestion of pilgrims at the Holy Sepulchre 
as had never been seen before. But the most famous pilgrimage took place in 
1064-65, when more than seven thousand persons (usually said to be more 
than twelve thousand) under the leadership of Giinther, the bishop of Bam- 
berg, in Germany, undertook a pilgrimage. They passed through Constanti- 
nople and Asia Minor, and, after many adventures and losses, reached Jeru- 
salem. The sources on this great pilgrimage state that “out of seven thousand, 
not two thousand returned,” and these came back “measurably attenuated in 
material resources.” Gunther himself, the leader of the pilgrimage, died pre- 
maturely, “one of the many lives lost in this adventure.”* 

In connection with these precrusading peaceful pilgrimages the question 
has been raised whether the eleventh century might be regarded, as it has 
rather often been, as a period of transition from peaceful pilgrimages to the 
military expeditions of the crusading epoch. Many scholars have tried to 
prove that, because of new conditions established in Palestine after the Turkish 
conquest, troops of pilgrims began to travel armed to be able to defend them- 
selves against possible attacks. Now, owing to E. Joranson, the fact has been 
established that the greatest pilgrimage of the eleventh century was made up 
exclusively of unarmed men; and in this connection inevitably rises the ques- 
tion “whether any pilgrimage in the pre-crusading period really was an expe- 
dition under arms.”’° Of course, some of the pilgriming knights were armed, 
but “though some of them wore coats of mail they were still peaceful pil- 
grims,” and they were not crusaders."* They played a considerable part in the 
history of the origin of the crusades, however, by informing western Euro- 
peans of the situation in the Holy Land and awakening and maintaining 
interest in it.’? All these pilgrimaging expeditions took place before the Turks 
conquered Palestine. One of the results of the more recent investigation of 
the pilgrimages of the eleventh century before the Turkish conquest is the 
discovery that pilgrims in Palestine were sometimes maltreated by the Arabs 
many years before the Seljuq occupation of that land,”* so that the statement 
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that “as long as the Arabs held Jerusalem, the Christian pilgrims from Europe 
could pass unmolested”’* must now be considered too positive. 

There is no information on pilgrimages from Byzantium to the Holy Land 
in the eleventh century. A Byzantine monk, Epiphane, the author of the first 
Greek itinerary to the Holy Land, described Palestine in the precrusading 
period, but the period of his life cannot be fixed definitely, and scholars vari- 
ously place it between the end of the eighth century and the eleventh.”° 

Before the First Crusade Europe had actually experienced three veritable 
crusades: the wars in Spain against the Moors, the Norman conquest of 
Apulia and Sicily, and the Norman conquest of England in 1066. Moreover, a 
political and economic movement occurred in Italy in the eleventh century, 
centered in Venice. The pacification of the Adriatic coast laid a solid founda- 
tion for the maritime power of Venice, and the famous charter of 1082 granted 
to Venice by Alexius Comnenus opened to the Republic of St. Mark the 
Byzantine markets. “On that day began the world commerce of Venice.”7® 
At that time Venice, like some other south Italian cities which still remained 
under the power of Byzantium, did not hesitate to trafic with Muhammedan 
ports. At the same time Genoa and Pisa, which in the tenth century and at 
the beginning of the eleventh had been raided several times by the African 
Muhammedan pirates, undertook in 1015-16 an expedition against Sardinia, 
which belonged to the Muhammedans. They succeeded in conquering Sar- 
dinia and Corsica. The ships of these two cities thronged the ports of the 
opposite African coast, and in 1087, encouraged by the pope, they successfully 
attacked Mehdia on the north African coast. All these expeditions against the 
infidels were due not only to religious enthusiasm or to the spirit of adventure, 
but also to economic reasons. 

Another factor in the history of western Europe which is associated with 
the origin of the crusades is the increase in population in some countries, which 
began at about rroo. It is definitely known that the population increased in 
Flanders and France. One aspect of the mass movement at the end of the 
eleventh century was the medieval colonial expansion from some western 
European countries, especially France. The eleventh century in France was 
a time of frequent famines and drought and of violent epidemics and severe 
winters. These hard conditions of living made the population think of far 
distant lands full of abundance and prosperity. Taking all these factors into 
consideration one may conclude that, towards the end of the eleventh century, 
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Europe was mentally and economically ready for a crusading enterprise on a 
large scale. | 

The general situation before the First Crusade was entirely different from 
the situation before the Second. These fifty-one years, 1096-1147, were one 
of the most important epochs in history. In the course of these years the eco- 
nomic, religious, and whole cultural aspect of Europe changed radically; a 
new world was opened to western Europe. The subsequent crusades did not 
add very much to the achievements of this period; they only continued the 
processes developed in these fifty-one years. And it is strange to recall that 
an Italian historian names the first crusades “sterile insanities” (sterili in- 
sanie)."" 

The First Crusade presents the first organized offensive of the Christian 
world against the infidels, and this offensive was not limited to central 
Europe, Italy, and Byzantium. It began in the southwestern corner of Europe, 
in Spain, and ended in the boundless steppes of Russia. 

As to Spain, Pope Urban II, in his letter of 1089 to the Spanish counts, 
bishops, vce comites and other nobles and powerful men, authorized them 
to stay in their own land instead of going to Jerusalem and to tax their energy 
for the restoration of Christian churches destroyed by the Moors.’® This was 
the right flank of the crusading movement against the infidels. 

In the northeast, Russia desperately defended itself against the barbarian 
hordes of the Polovtzi (Cumans), who appeared in the southern steppes 
about the middle of the eleventh century, laid waste the country, and de- 
stroyed trade by occupying all the routes leading east and south from Russia. 
The Russian historian, Kluchevsky, wrote: “This struggle between the Rus- 
sians and Polovtzi—a struggle lasting for well-nigh two centuries—was not 
without its place in European history at large; for while the West was en- 
gaged in crusades against the forces of Asia and the Orient, and a similar 
movement was in progress in the Iberian peninsula against the Moors, Rus 
[ Russia] was holding the left flank of Europe. Yet this historical service cost 
her dear, since not only did it dislodge her from her old settlements on the 
Dnieper, but it caused the whole trend of her life to become altered.””* In this 
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way Russia participated in the general western European crusading move- 
ment; defending herself, she at the same time defended Europe against the 
barbarous infidels. “Had the Russians thought of taking the cross,” said Leib, 
“they should have been told that their first duty was to serve Christianity by 
defending their own land, as the Popes wrote to the Spaniards.”®° 

The Scandinavian kingdoms also participated in the First Crusade, but 
they joined the main army in smaller bands. In 1097 a Danish noble, Svein, 
led a band of crusaders to Palestine. In the north nothing was heard of any 
great religious enthusiasm, and, as far as is known, most of the Scandinavian 
crusaders were actuated less by Christian zeal than by love of war and ad- 
venture, and the prospect of gain and renown."* 

There were two Christian countries in the Caucasus, Armenia and Georgia; 
but after the defeat of the Byzantine army at Manzikert in 1071 Armenia had 
come under the power of the Turks, so that there could be no question of the 
participation of the Caucasian Armenians in the First Crusade. As to Georgia, 
the Seljuqs had taken possession of that land in the eleventh century, and only 
after the taking of Jerusalem by the crusaders in 1099 did the king of Georgia, 
David the Restorer, drive out the Turks. This occurred in about 1100, or, as 
a Georgian chronicle asserted, when “a Frankish army had set forth on a 
march and, with divine assistance, taken Jerusalem and Antioch, Georgia 
restored itself, and David became powerful.”*? 

When in 1095, in connection with west European complications and pro- 
jected reforms, the victorious Pope Urban II summoned a council to meet 
at Piacenza, an embassy from Alexius Comnenus was present to make an 
appeal for aid. This fact has been denied by some scholars; but the more 
recent investigators of this problem have come to the conclusion that an 
appeal for aid was really made by Alexius at Piacenza.** Of course, this was 
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not “the final impulse,” which caused the First Crusade, as Sybel asserted.** 
As before, if Alexius appealed for aid at Piacenza, he did not dream of crusad- 
ing armies; he wanted no crusade, but mercenaries against the Turks, who 
during the last three years had become a great menace in their successful 
advance in Asia Minor. About the year 1095, Qilij Arslan had been elected 
sultan in Nicaea. “He sent for the wives and children of the men then staying 
in Nicaea, and bade them live there, and made this city the dwelling-place, 
as one might say, of the Sultans.”** In other words Qilij Arslan made Nicaea 
his capital. In connection with those Turkish successes Alexius might have 
appealed for aid at Piacenza; but his intention was not a crusade to the Holy 
Land, but assistance against the Turks. His request was favorably received 
at Piacenza. But unfortunately there is little information about this episode. 
A recent historian remarked, “From the council of Piacenza to the arrival 
of the crusaders in the Byzantine empire, the relations between the East and 
the West are veiled in tantalizing obscurity.”*° 

In November 1095, at Clermont (in Auvergne, middle France) the famous 
council was held. At this meeting so many people had assembled that not 
enough room was found in town for the visitors, and the multitude was 
quartered in the open air. After the close of the council, at which some most 
important current matters, strictly ecclesiastical, were discussed, Urban II 
delivered a very effective oration, the original text of which has been lost. 
Some witnesses of the council who wrote down the oration later from memory, 
give texts which differ very much from one another.*’ Fervently relating the 
persecutions of the Christians in the Holy Land, the pope urged the multitude 
to take arms for the liberation of the Holy Sepulchre and of the eastern Chris- 
tians. With cries of “Deus lo volt” (“God wills it” or “It is the will of God”) 
the throngs rushed to the pope. At his proposal, a red cross worn on the right 
shoulder was adopted as the emblem of the future crusaders (hence the name 
“crusaders”). They were promised remission of sins, relief from debts, and 
protection for their property during their absence. There was no compul- 
sion; but there must be no turning back, and the renegade was to be ex- 
communicated and regarded as an outlaw. From France enthusiasm spread 
all over Italy, Germany, and England. A vast movement to the east was form- 
ing, and the real scale and importance of it could not be anticipated or realized 
at the Council of Clermont. 

Therefore, the movement aroused at the Council of Clermont, which in 
the ensuing year shaped itself into the form of a crusade, was the personal 
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work of Urban IT; and for carrying this enterprise into effect he found favor- 
able conditions in the life of the second half of the eleventh century, not only 
from a religious, but also from a political and economic point of view. 

While the danger that loomed in Asia Minor became steadily more immi- 
nent, the First Crusade had practically been decided upon at Clermont. The 
news of this decision came to Alexius as a sudden and disconcerting surprise; 
disconcerting because he neither expected nor desired assistance in the form 
of a crusade. When Alexius called mercenaries from the west, he called them 
for the protection of Constantinople, that is to say, his own state; and the 
idea of the liberation of the Holy Land, which had not belonged to the Em- 
pire for more than four centuries, had for him a secondary significance. 

For Byzantium, the problem of a crusade did not exist in the eleventh cen- 
tury. Neither on the part of the masses nor of the Emperor himself did there 
exist religious enthusiasm, nor were there any preachers of a crusade. For 
Byzantium the political problem of saving the Empire from its eastern and 
northern enemies had nothing to do with the far-off expedition to the Holy 
Land. The Eastern Empire had witnessed “crusades” of her own. There had 
been the brilliant and victorious expeditions of Heraclius against Persia in the 
seventh century, when the Holy Land and the Holy Cross were restored 
to the Empire. Then there had been the victorious campaigns under Niceph- 
orus Phocas, John Tzimisces, and Basil II against the Arabs in Syria when 
the Emperors definitely planned to regain possession of Jerusalem. This plan 
had not been realized, and Byzantium, under the menacing pressure of the 
overwhelming Turkish successes in Asia Minor in the eleventh century, had 
given up all hope of recovering the Holy Land. For Byzantium the Palestine 
problem at that time was too abstract; it was not connected with the vital 
interests of the Empire. In rogo-g1 the Empire was on the verge of ruin, and 
when Alexius asked for western auxiliary troops, and was answered by the 
coming of crusaders, his motive was to save the Empire. In Alexius’ Muses, 
written in iambic meter and supposed to be a sort of political will to his son 
and heir, John, there are these interesting lines about the First Crusade: 


Do you not remember what has happened to me? Do you fail to think of and 
take into account the movement of the West to this country, the result of which is 
to be that all-powerful time will disgrace and dishonor the high sublimity of New 
Rome, and the dignity of the throne! Therefore, my son, it is necessary to take 
thought for accumulating enough to fill the open mouths of the barbarians, who 
breathe out hatred upon us, in case there rises up the force of a numerous army hurl- 
ing lightnings angrily against us, at the same time many of our enemies encircling 
our city rebell.°® 
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With this fragment from Alexius’ Muses one may compare the following 
passage from Anna Comnena’s Alexiad, also on the First Crusade: 


And such an upheaval of both men and women took place then as had never oc- 
curred within human memory; the simpler-minded were urged on by the real 
desire of worshipping at our Lord’s Sepulchre, and visiting the sacred places, but 
the more astute, especially men like Bohemond and those of like mind, had an- 
other secret reason, namely, the hope that while on their travels they might by 
some means be able to seize the capital itself, finding a pretext for this.®® 


These two statements on the part of the Emperor himself and his learned 
daughter give an excellent picture of the real attitude of Byzantium towards 
the crusaders and the crusade itself. In Alexius’ mind, the crusaders were on 
an equal footing with the barbarians menacing the Empire, the Turks and 
Patzinaks. Anna Comnena made only a passing mention of the “simpler- 
minded” among the crusaders who really desired to visit the Holy Land. The 
idea of a crusade was absolutely alien to the spirit of Byzantium at the end 
of the eleventh century. Only one desire was overwhelmingly prevalent in 
the leading Byzantine circles—to gain relief from the pressing Turkish danger 
from the east and north. Therefore the First Crusade was an exclusively oc- 
cidental enterprise, politically slightly connected with Byzantium. True, the 
Eastern Empire gave the crusaders some troops, but these Byzantine troops 
did not go beyond Asia Minor. In the conquest of Syria and Palestine By- 
zantium took no part.”° 

In the spring of 1096, owing to the preaching of Peter of Amiens, who 
is often called Peter the Hermit and to whom a historical legend, now re- 
jected, ascribed the arousing of the crusading movement, there gathered in 
France a multitude mostly of poor people, small knights, and homeless va- 
grants, almost without arms, who went through Germany, Hungary, and 
Bulgaria towards Constantinople. These undisciplined bands under Peter of 
Amiens and another preacher, Walter the Penniless, hardly realized through 
what countries they were passing, and unaccustomed to obedience and order, 
went on their way pillaging and destroying the country. Alexius Comnenus 
learned with dissatisfaction of the approach of the crusaders, and this dissatis- 
faction became alarm when he was informed of the pillage and destruction 
effected by the crusaders on their march. Nearing Constantinople the cru- 
saders, as usual, indulged in pillaging in the neighborhood of the capital. 
Alexius Comnenus hastened to transport them across the Bosphorus into 
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Asia Minor, where, near Nicaea, they were almost all easily killed by the 
Turks. Peter the Hermit had returned to Constantinople before the catas- 
trophe. 

The episode of Peter the Hermit and his bands was a sort of introduction 
to the First Crusade. The unfavorable impression left by these bands in By- 
zantium reacted against the later crusaders. As for the Turks, having so easily 
done away with Peter’s bands, they were sure they would be victorious also 
over other crusading troops. 

In the summer of 1096 in western Europe, began the crusading movement 
of counts, dukes, and princes; in other words, a real army assembled. No 
one of the west European sovereigns took part in the Crusade. Henry IV of 
Germany was entirely occupied by his struggle with the popes for investiture. 
Philip I of France was under excommunication for his divorce from his 
legitimate wife and for his marriage with another woman. The English king, 
William II Rufus, was engaged in a continuous struggle with his vassals, the 
church, and the people, and held his power insecurely. 

Among the leaders of the crusading army the following should be men- 
tioned. The first is Godfrey of Bouillon, the duke of Lower Lorraine, to whom 
a later legend imparted such a pious character that it is difficult to discern 
his real features; in reality, he was a brave and capable soldier and a religious- 
minded man, who wished in this expedition to repair losses sustained in his 
European possessions. His two brothers took part in the expedition, and one 
of them, Baldwin, was to become later the king of Jerusalem. Under God- 
frey the Army of Lorraine set forth on the march. Robert, the duke of Nor- 
mandy, son of William the Conqueror and brother of the king of England, 
William Rufus, took part in the crusade, but not for religious motives or 
chivalrous inducements; he was discontented with his small power in his 
duchy, which, just before his starting, he had pledged to his brother for a 
certain sum of money. Hugh, count of Vermandois, brother of the king 
of France, full of ambition, aspired to glory and new possessions and was 
greatly esteemed by the crusaders. The rude and irascible Robert IT, count 
of Flanders, son of Robert of Flanders, also took part in the expedition and 
for his crusading exploits was called the Jerusalemite.®* At the head of the 
three armies stood the following men: Hugh of Vermandois, at the head 
of the middle French army; Robert of Normandy and Robert of Flanders, 
at the head of the two north French armies. At the head of the south French 
army stood Raymond, count of Toulouse, a very well-known fighter against 
the Arabs in Spain, a talented leader and a deeply religious man. Finally, 
Bohemond of Tarentum, son of Robert Guiscard, and his nephew Tancred, 
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who commanded the southern Italian Norman army, had no interest in reli- 
gion; not improbably they hoped at the first opportunity to even their accounts 
with Byzantium, whose stubborn enemies they were, and apparently Bohe- 
mond had already fixed his ambitions upon the possession of Antioch.®* Thus, 
the Normans carried into the crusade a purely worldly and political element 
which was in contradiction with the original idea of the crusading movement. 
Bohemond’s army was perhaps the best prepared of all the crusading bands 
for such an expedition, “for there were many men in it who had come into 
contact both with the Saracens in Sicily and the Greeks in southern Italy.” 
All the crusading armies pursued their own aims; there was neither general 
plan nor commander in chief. The chief role in the First Crusade, then, be- 
longed to the French. 

One part of the crusading armies went to Constantinople by land, another 
part by sea. Like Peter the Hermit’s bands, the crusaders ravaged the places 
they traversed and performed all kinds of violence. A witness of this passage 
of the crusaders, Theophylact, the archbishop of Bulgaria, explained in one 
of his letters the cause of his long silence and thereby accuses the crusaders; 
he wrote: “My lips are compressed; first of all, the passage of the Franks, 
or their invasion, or I do not know how one may call it, has so affected and 
seized all of us, that we do not even feel ourselves. We have drunk enough 
the bitter cup of invasion. . . . As we have been accustomed to Frankish 
insults, we bear misfortunes more easily than before, because time is a good 
teacher of all.”°* 

It is obvious that Alexius Comnenus had good reason to distrust such defend- 
ers of the crusading idea. The Emperor waited with irritation and alarm for 
the crusading armies which were approaching his capital on all sides and 
which in their number were quite unlike the modest bodies of auxiliaries for 
which he had appealed to the West. Some historians have accused Alexius 
and the Greeks of perfidy and disloyalty to the crusaders. Such charges must 
be rejected, particularly after attention is turned to the pillaging, plundering, 
and incendiarism of the crusaders on their march. Also one must now reject 
the severe and antihistoric characterization of Gibbon, who wrote: “In a style 
less grave than that of history I should compare the Emperor Alexius to the 
jackal, who is said to follow the steps, and to devour the leavings, of the 
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lion.”°* Of course, Alexius was not a man humbly to pick up what the cru- 
saders left to him. Alexius Comnenus showed himself a statesman, who 
understood what a threat to the existence of his Empire the crusaders pre- 
sented ; therefore, his first idea was, as soon as possible, to transport the restless 
and dangerous comers to Asia Minor, where they were to carry on the task 
for which they had come to the East, that is to say, fighting the infidels. An 
atmosphere of mutual distrust and malevolence was created between the 
Latins and the Greeks; in their persons stood face to face not only schismatics, 
but also political antagonists, who later on were to settle their controversy 
by the power of the sword. An educated Greek patriot and learned literary 
man of the nineteenth century (Bikélas) wrote: 


To the Western eye the Crusades present themselves in all the noble proportions 
of a great movement based upon motives purely religious, when Europe . . . ap- 
pears the self-sacrificing champion of Christianity and of civilization, in the vigour 
of her strong youth and the glory of her intellectual morning. It is natural that a 
certain honourable pride should still inspire any family of the Latin aristocracy 
which can trace its pedigree to those who fought under the banner of the Cross. 
But when the Easterners beheld swarms of illiterate barbarians looting and plun- 
dering the provinces of the Christian and Roman Empire, and the very men who 
called themselves the champions of the Faith murdering the Priests of Christ on 
the ground that they were schismatics, it was equally natural that they should for- 
get that such a movement had originally been inspired by a religious aim and 
possessed a distinctively Christian character... . The appearance (of the crusad- 
ers) upon the stage of history is the first act in the final tragedy of the Em- 
pire.®® 


The special historian of Alexius Comnenus, Chalandon, was inclined to 
apply, at least in part, to all the crusaders the characteristics attributed by 
Gibbon to the followers of Peter the Hermit: “The robbers, who followed 
Peter the Hermit, were wild beasts, without reason and humanity.”®? 

Thus in 1096 began the epoch of the Crusades, so abounding and rich in 
its various consequences, and of such great importance both for Byzantium 
and the East and for western Europe. 

The first account of the impression made on the peoples in the East by the 
beginning of the crusading movement came from an Arabian historian of the 
twelfth century, Ibn al-Qalanisi: “In this year (a.H. 490 = 19 December 
1096 to 8 December 1097) there began to arrive a succession of reports that 
the armies of the Franks had appeared from the direction of the sea of Con- 
stantinople with forces not to be reckoned for multitude. As these reports 
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followed one upon the other, and spread from mouth to mouth far and wide, 
the people grew anxious and disturbed in mind.”®® 

After the crusaders had gradually assembled at Constantinople, Alexius 
Comnenus, considering their troops as mercenary auxiliaries, expressed a wish 
to be acknowledged the head of the expedition and insisted that an oath of 
vassalage be sworn to him by the crusaders. A formal treaty was concluded 
between Alexius and the crusading chiefs, who promised to restore to Alexius, 
as their suzerain, any towns they should take which had formerly made part 
of the Byzantine Empire. Unfortunately the terms of the oath of vassalage 
which the crusading leaders took have not been preserved in their original 
form. In all likelihood, Alexius’ demands varied concerning different regions. 
He sought for direct acquisitions in the regions of Asia Minor, which, shortly 
before, had been lost by the Empire after the defeat of Manzikert (1071), and 
which were the necessary conditions of the power and secure existence of the 
Byzantine Empire and Greek nationality. To Syria and Palestine, which had 
been lost by Byzantium long ago, the Emperor did not lay claim, but con- 
fined himself to claiming to be their suzerain.” 

After crossing to Asia Minor, the crusaders opened hostilities. After a siege, 
in June 1097, Nicaea surrendered to them, and by virtue of the treaty made 
with Alexius was delivered to him. The next victory of the crusaders at 
Dorylaeum (Eski-Shehr), forced the Turks to evacuate the western part of 
Asia Minor and to draw back into the interior of the country; after that 
Byzantium had an excellent opportunity to restore its power on the coast of 
Asia Minor. Despite natural difficulties, climatic conditions, and the resist- 
ance of the Muslims, the crusaders advanced far to the east and southeast. In 
upper Mesopotamia, Baldwin took the city of Edessa and he soon estab- 
lished there his princedom which became the first Latin dominion in the East 
and a bulwark of the Christians against the Turkish attacks from Asia. But 
the example of Baldwin had its dangerous reverse side: the other barons 
might follow his example and found princedoms of their own, which, of 
course, would inflict great harm on the very aim of the crusade. Later on, 
this danger was fulfilled. 

After a long and exhausting siege, the chief city of Syria, Antioch, a very 
strong fortress, surrendered to the crusaders; the way to Jerusalem was open. 
But because of Antioch a violent strife had broken out between the chiefs end- 
ing when Bohemond of Tarentum, following Baldwin’s example, became the 
ruling prince of Antioch.’°° Neither at Edessa nor at Antioch did the crusaders 
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take the vassal oath to Alexius Comnenus. As the greater part of the troops 
remained with the chiefs who had founded their princedoms, only a very few, 
20,000 to 25,000 in number, reached Jerusalem, and they arrived exhausted and 
thoroughly weakened. 

At that time, Jerusalem had passed from the Seljuqs into the hands of a 
powerful caliph of Egypt, of the Fatimid dynasty. After a violent siege, on the 
15th of July 1099, the crusaders took the Holy City by storm and effected 
therein terrible slaughter. They thoroughly pillaged it, and carried away many 
treasures. The famous Mosque of Omar was robbed. The conquered country, 
occupying a narrow seashore strip in the region of Syria and Palestine, re- 
ceived the name of the Kingdom of Jerusalem. Godfrey of Bouillon, who con- 
sented to accept the title of the “Defender of the Holy Sepulchre,” was elected 
king of Jerusalem. The new state was organized on the western feudal pattern. 

The First Crusade, which had ended in the formation of the Kingdom of 
Jerusalem and of several independent Latin possessions in the east, created a 
complicated political situation. Byzantium, satisfied with the weakening of 
the Turks in Asia Minor and with the restoring of a considerable part of that 
country to the power of the Empire, was alarmed, however, by the appearance 
of the crusading princedoms at Antioch, Edessa, and Tripoli, which became 
new political foes of Byzantium. The Empire’s distrust gradually increased to 
such an extent that, in the twelfth century, Byzantium, opening hostilities 
against its former allies, the crusaders, did not hesitate to make alliance with 
its former enemies, the Turks. In their turn, the crusaders settled in their 
new dominions and fearing the strengthening of the Empire in Asia Minor, 
also concluded alliances with the Turks against Byzantium. Here, in the 
twelfth century, it was already obvious that the very idea of crusading enter- 
prise had completely degenerated. 

One cannot speak of a complete rupture between Alexius Comnenus and the 
crusaders. Of course, the Emperor was deeply discontented with the forma- 
tion of the Latin possessions in the East, which had taken no vassal oath to 
him; nevertheless he did not refuse adequate help to the crusaders, for ex- 
ample, in transporting them from the east to the west, on their way home. A 
rupture took place between the Emperor and Bohemond of Tarentum, who, 
from the point of view of Byzantine interests, had become excessively power- 
ful at Antioch, at the expense of his neighbors, the weak Turkish emirs, and 
of Byzantine territory. Therefore Antioch became the chief center of Alexius’ 
aims. Raymond of Toulouse, the head of the Provencal troops, dissatisfied 
with his position in the East and also regarding Bohemond as his chief rival, 
drew closer to Alexius. At that time, for Alexius the fate of Jerusalem had 
secondary interest. 

A struggle between the Emperor and Bohemond was unavoidable. An 
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opportunity apparently presented itself to Alexius when Bohemond was sud- 
denly captured by the Turks, that is by the Emir Malik Ghazi of the Danish- 
mand dynasty, who at the very end of the eleventh century had conquered 
Cappadocia and established there an independent possession, which, however, 
was to be destroyed by the Seljuqs in the second half of the twelfth century. 
Alexius negotiated with the emir for the delivery of Bohemond in return 
for a certain amount of money, but the negotiations came to nothing. Bohe- 
mond was redeemed by others and returned to Antioch. On the basis of the 
treaty made with the crusaders, Alexius demanded that Bohemond deliver 
Antioch to him; but Bohemond decisively refused to do so. 

At that time, in 1104, the Muslims won a great victory over Bohemond 
and the other Latin princes at Harran, south of Edessa. This defeat of the 
crusaders nearly destroyed the Christian dominions in Syria and reinvigorated 
the hopes both of Alexius and of the Muslims; both gladly anticipated Bohe- 
mond’s unavoidable weakening. The battle of Harran destroyed his plans to 
establish in the East a powerful Norman state; he realized that he did not 
have strength enough to go to war again against the Muslims and the Em- 
peror, his sworn enemy. His further stay in the East seemed to him aimless. 
Bohemond therefore determined to strike a blow to the Empire in Con- 
stantinople itself, with new troops collected in Europe. Having entrusted his 
nephew Tancred with the regency of Antioch, he embarked and sailed to 
Apulia. Anna Comnena gave an interesting though fictitious account, written 
not without humor, of how, in order to be safer from the Greek ships, 
Bohemond simulated death, was put into a coffin, and thus accomplished his 
crossing to Italy.’°” 

Bohemond’s return to Italy was greeted with the greatest enthusiasm. Peo- 
ple flocked to gaze at him, said a medieval author, “as if they were going to 
see Christ himself.”?°? Having gathered troops, Bohemond opened hostilities 
against Byzantium. The pope favored Bohemond’s plans. His expedition 
against Alexius, explained an American scholar, “ceased to be a mere political 
movement; it had now received the approval of the Church and assumed 
the dignity of a Crusade.””°* 

Bohemond’s troops were probably drawn, for the most part, from France 
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and Italy, but there were also, in all likelihood, English, Germans, and 
Spaniards in his army. His plan was to carry out his father Robert Guiscard’s 
campaign of 1081, to take possession of Dyrrachium (Durazzo) and then 
through Thessalonica to march upon Constantinople. But the campaign 
turned out to be unsuccessful for Bohemond. He suffered defeat at Dyrrach- 
ium and was forced to make peace with Alexius on humiliating terms. The 
chief terms of the agreement between Bohemond and Alexius Comnenus 
were: Bohemond promised to consider himself the vassal of Alexius and his 
son, John; to take up arms against the Emperor’s enemies; and to hand over 
to Alexius all conquered lands formerly belonging to the Empire. Those 
lands which had never been a part of the Empire and which Bohemond 
gained in any manner, were to be held by him as if they had been granted 
to him by the Emperor. He promised to make war on his nephew Tancred 
if Tancred did not consent to submit to the Emperor. The patriarch of 
Antioch was to be appointed by the Emperor from persons belonging to the 
Greek Eastern church, so that there would be no Latin patriarch of Antioch. 
The cities and districts granted to Bohemond are enumerated in the agree- 
ment. The document closes with Bohemond’s solemn oath on the cross, the 
crown of thorns, the nails, and the lance of Christ, that he will fulfill the 
provisions of the agreement.*®* 

With the collapse of Bohemond’s vast and aggressive plans, his stormy 
career perhaps fatal to the crusading movement, came to its end. For the 
three last years of his life he was of no particular importance. He died in 
Apulia in 1111. 

Bohemond’s death made Alexius’ position more difficult, because Tancred 
of Antioch refused to carry into effect his uncle’s agreement, and would not 
hand Antioch over to the Emperor. Alexius had to begin all over again. The 
plan of an expedition against Antioch was discussed but was never brought 
into effect. It was evident that at that time the Empire was unable to under- 
take the difficult project. Tancred’s death, which occurred soon after Bohe- 
mond’s death, made the plan of marching on Antioch no easier. The last 
years of Alexius’ reign were particularly occupied by nearly annual wars with 
the Turks in Asia Minor, which often were successful for the Empire. 

In the external life of the Empire, Alexius succeeded in a very hard task. 
Very often Alexius’ activity has been considered and estimated from the point 
of view of his relations to the crusaders, but not from the point of view of 
the total of his external policy. Such a point of view is undoubtedly wrong. 
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In one of his letters, Alexius’ contemporary, the archbishop of Bulgaria, 
Theophylact, using the words of a Psalm (79:13) compares the Bulgarian 
province with a grape-vine, whose fruit “is plucked by all who pass by.”?°° 
This comparison, as says the French historian Chalandon, may be applied 
to the Eastern Empire of the time of Alexius.’°° All his neighbors tried to 
take advantage of the weakness of the Empire and to seize some of its regions. 
The Normans, Patzinaks, Seljuqs, and the crusaders threatened Byzantium. 
Alexius, who had received the Empire in a state of weakness, succeeded in 
making adequate resistance to them all and thereby delayed for a considerable 
time the process of the dissolution of Byzantium. Under Alexius, the frontiers 
of the state, both in Europe and in Asia, were extended. The Empire’s enemies 
were forced to recede everywhere, so that, on the territorial side, his rule 
signifies an incontestable progress. The charges particularly often brought 
against Alexius concerning his relations to the crusaders must be given up, if 
we consider Alexius as a sovereign defending the interests of his state, to 
which the westerners, full of desire to pillage and spoil, were a serious danger. 
Thus, in his external policy Alexius successfully overcame all difficulties, im- 
proved the international position of the Empire, extended its limits, and for 
a time stopped the progress of the numerous enemies who on all sides pressed 
against the Empire. | 


External relations under John II 


Increasing contacts unth the western states—The son and successor of 
Alexius, John II, was of the emperor-soldier type and spent the major part 
of his reign among the troops in military enterprises. His external policy 
chiefly continued that of his father, who had already pointed out all the 
important problems, European as well as Asiatic, in which the Empire of that 
time was particularly interested. John set as his goal progress along the political 
paths entered upon by his father. The father had hindered his enemies from 
invading Byzantium; the son determined “to take away from his neighbors 
the lost Greek provinces and dreamt of restoring the Byzantine Empire to its 
former brilliancy.”*°" 

Though he clearly understood the European situation, John was little in- 
terested in European affairs. He had from time to time to wage war in Europe, 
but there his wars were of a strictly defensive character. Only towards the end 
of his reign, owing to the threatening rise of the Normans, which expressed 
itself in the union of south Italy with Sicily and the formation of the Kingdom 
of Sicily, did European affairs become very important to Byzantium. John’s 
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main interest in his external policy was concentrated in Asia Minor. With 
regard to John’s relations to the West, there were a steadily increasing number 
of western European states with which Byzantium had to come into contact. 

The Norman danger had caused Alexius to draw closer to Venice, who 
had pledged herself to support Byzantium with her fleet; thereupon Alexius 
had granted the Republic of St. Mark quite exceptional trade privileges. The 
Venetians, who had gone in throngs to the Empire, especially to Constanti- 
nople, grew rich and soon formed in the capital a Venetian colony so numerous 
and wealthy that it began to be of predominant importance. Gradually, for- 
getting that they were neither in their native country nor in a conquered land, 
the Venetians began to behave so arrogantly and impertinently towards not 
only the lower classes of the Byzantine population, but also the high officials 
and nobility, that they aroused strong discontent in the Empire. The small 
commercial privileges granted Pisa by Alexius were not important enough 
to alarm Venice. 

In Alexius’ lifetime, relations between the Byzantines and Venetians were 
not yet particularly strained. But with his death, circumstances changed. 
Learning that Norman Apulia was having internal troubles and therefore con- 
sidering the Norman danger to Byzantium already over, John decided to 
abrogate the commercial treaty that his father had made with Venice. At 
once, the irritated Venetians sent their fleet to raid the Byzantine islands of 
the Adriatic and Aegean. Judging an adequate resistance to the Venetian 
vessels impossible, John was forced, still in the first years of his reign, to 
enter into negotiations with Venice which led to the complete restoration 
of the commercial treaty of 1082. Under John, the other Italian maritime cities, 
like Pisa and Genoa, also enjoyed certain commercial privileges but these, 
of course, could not be compared with those of Venice. 

In these same first years of John’s reign, the Patzinak problem was definitely 
solved. The Patzinaks, who had been crushed under Alexius Comnenus by 
the Cumans (Polovtzi), thereafter did not harass the Empire for thirty years. 
But at the beginning of the reign of John, the Patzinaks, who had somewhat 
recovered from their defeat, crossed the Danube and invaded the Byzantine 
territory. The imperial troops inflicted a heavy and decisive defeat upon 
them. In memory of this victory, John even instituted a special “Patzinak 
festivity,’ which, as the Byzantine historian Nicetas Choniates said, “was 
still celebrated at the end of the twelfth century.”*°* After this defeat the 
Patzinaks had no importance at all in the external history of Byzantium. How- 
ever, Patzinaks who were captured and who settled within the Empire con- 
stituted a separate group in the Byzantine troops and afterwards fought on 
the side of Byzantium. 
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The tendency of Hungary (Ugria) to extend its possessions towards the 
Adriatic coast had already rendered Alexius Comnenus discontented and 
strained his relations with the Hungarians. It seemed that the marriage of 
John toa Hungarian princess should improve relations. “But that intercourse,” 
said the Russian historian C. Grot, “could not destroy the feeling of mutual 
distrust and rivalry that, in the course of time, formed in both neighbor 
states.”*°® Besides the establishment of the Hungarians (Magyars) on the 
Dalmatian coast, which was dangerous to Byzantium, the increasing rap- 
prochement between Hungary and Serbia was a source of dissatisfaction to 
the Empire. The Serbs who, along with the Bulgars, had been forced to come 
to Byzantium at the beginning of the eleventh century under Basil IT Bul- 
garoctonus, had already begun by the middle of this century to revolt. The 
end of the eleventh century and the beginning of the twelfth was the time 
of the first liberation of Serbia from Byzantine power. Under John may be 
noticed a particular rapprochement between Serbia and Hungary, which 
was ready to help Serbia in obtaining its independence. A Serbian princess 
was given in marriage to a Hungarian prince. Thus, towards the end of the 
reign of John, in the northwest a new cause for alarm to Byzantium was 
created in the close connection of Hungary and Serbia. 

John’s military operations against them were fairly successful but had no 
definite result. An anonymous panegyrist of John, however, praised his mili- 
tary activities in the Balkan peninsula in these bombastic words: “How glori- 
ous are your campaigns against the European peoples! He [John] defeated 
the Dalmatians, terrified the Scythians and Nomads, the whole people living 
in wagons and unorganized; he coloured the waters of the Danube with much 
gore and many strong-flowing rivers of blood.”**® 

In the last ten years of the reign of John, the relations to southern Italy 
completely changed. There a period of troubles was followed by a new epoch 
of power and glory. Roger II united in his hands Sicily and southern Italy, and 
on Christmas Day, 1130, he was solemnly crowned in Palermo with the royal 
crown. Owing to the union of these two territories, Roger II became at once 
one of the most powerful sovereigns of Europe. It was a tremendous blow to 
Byzantium. The Emperor, theoretically still claiming some rights to the south 
Italian lands, considered the occupation of them by the Normans but tem- 
porary. The restoration of Italy was a favorite dream of the emperors of the 
twelfth century. The assumption of the royal title by Roger seemed an offense 
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to the imperial dignity; to recognize this title would have been to give up 
all rights to the Italian provinces. 

The sudden rise of Roger was undesirable not only to Byzantium, but also 
to the German sovereign, who had important interests in Italy. In view of 
the common danger, John II formed an entente, first with Lothar of Germany 
and after the latter’s death, with Conrad III Hohenstaufen; somewhat later 
this developed into a real alliance between the two Empires. The main ob- 
ject of this entente and later alliance was to destroy the Norman power in 
Italy. This alliance became very important under John’s successor, Manuel. 
If John failed to strike a blow at the power of Roger, he succeeded, at least, 
in preventing him from invading Byzantium. The subsequent wars of Roger 
with Manuel showed clearly that such a plan of invasion had hovered before 
his eyes. The most important parts of John’s external policy in the West, then, 
were his attitude regarding the formation of the Sicilian kingdom and the 
creation of the alliance of the two Empires. 

Relations of John to the East——In Asia Minor, John carried on almost yearly 
and usually successful expeditions, so that in the fourth decade of the twelfth 
century he succeeded in restoring to the Empire the territories which had been 
lost long ago. Thereupon, thinking that the Turkish power had been greatly 
broken down, John believed that without affecting state interests he would 
be able to interrupt hostilities against the Turks and undertake a new and 
more distant campaign to the southeast against Armenian Cilicia and the 
crusading princedom of Antioch. 

Armenian Cilicia or Armenia Minor had been established at the end of 
the eleventh century by the refugees from Armenia proper, in the north, 
who had fled from their country before the advancing Turks. Among other 
noble Armenian families, a family named Rupen (Ruben) began to play 
an important part in the government of the new country. Armenia Minor, 
which had extended its territory at the expense of Byzantium, came into close 
relations with the Latin princes in the east, showing thereby its hostile attitude 
toward the Empire. Then John Comnenus set forth on his march; he planned 
to punish Armenia Minor, which was in a state of revolt, and at the same time 
to settle the case of the princedom of Antioch, which in the time of the First 
Crusade had taken no oaths to the Emperor and later on had refused to submit 
to John in spite of the treaty concluded between Alexius Comnenus and 
Bohemond. 

John’s expedition was exceedingly successful. Cilicia was conquered, and 
the Prince of Armenia, with his sons, was sent to Constantinople. The By- 
zantine territory, enlarged by the annexation of Armenia Minor, reached the 
borders of the princedom of Antioch. In his struggle with the latter, John 
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also obtained definite success. Besieged, Antioch was forced to ask him for 
peace, which John granted on the condition that the Prince of Antioch should 
acknowledge the suzerainty of the Empire. The Prince consented to take the 
oath of fealty to the Emperor and, as a sign of his submission, to raise the 
imperial standard over the citadel of Antioch. A year later, on his return to 
Antioch, the Emperor, as suzerain, made a solemn entry into the city sur- 
rounded by his sons, courtiers, officials, and soldiers. The triumphal procession 
moved through the decorated streets of the city. By the Emperor’s side, as if 
he were his armiger, rode the Prince of Antioch. At the city gates, the Em- 
peror was welcomed by the patriarch with his clergy; then, through an enor- 
mous multitude of people singing hymns and psalms, to the sound of music, 
John went first to the cathedral and thence to the palace.”"* 

John’s panegyrist said: “[Antioch] receives thee as lover of Christ, as 
athlete of the Lord, as zealous fighter against the barbarians, as carrying the 
sword of Elijah; it wipes off thy sweat and softly embraces thee. The whole 
numerous population of the city poured out; every age and both sexes formed 
brilliant procession and accorded a great triumph. ... Shout was mixed 
and many-tongued, here Italian, there Assyrian. . . . Here commanders, 
there officers, and amidst them thou shonest as a brightest star!””??? 

The Emperor’s plans went farther. According to the sources, he dreamt of 
re-establishing the Byzantine power in the Euphrates valley and seems to 
have intended to interfere in the affairs of the kingdom of Jerusalem;??** it 
may be that, in John’s mind, the project of such an interference was based 
upon the possibility that the king of Jerusalem might recognize the imperial 
suzerainty as the Prince of Antioch had done. Of those projects, the panegyrist 
said: “Be of good cheer, o men who love Christ and those who are pilgrims 
and strangers [on the earth] because of Christ” (cf. Hebr., xi:13); “do not 
fear any more murderous hands; the Emperor who loves Christ has put them 
in chains and broken to pieces the unjust sword. Thou hast cleared for them 
the way to the earthly and visible Jerusalem and hast opened to thyself another 
more divine and broad way,—that to the heavenly and holy Jerusalem.””*** 

Nevertheless, those plans failed. In 1143, on a march against the Turks, 
during a hunting party in the mountains of Cilicia, John accidentally wounded 
his arm with a poisoned arrow and died, far from the capital. On his death- 
bed, he named his younger son Manuel as his successor. The whole time of 
his reign John devoted to the wars against the Empire’s enemies. He handed 
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over to his heir a state even stronger and more vast than that which he had 
received from his energetic and talented father. John’s panegyrist, considering 
him superior to Alexander of Macedon and Hannibal, exclaimed, “Strong 
was the Celtic oak, and thou hast pulled out its roots; high was the Cilician 
cedar, and thou, before us, hast lifted it and dashed it down!”??° 


Policies of Manuel I and the Second Crusade 


Relations with the Turks.—If John, in his external policy, had turned his 
chief attention to the East, his successor Manuel, particularly because of the 
Norman relations and his personal sympathies with the West, was involved 
chiefly in western policy, which had sad consequences to the Empire. The 
Seljuq danger, which met no adequate resistance, became again very threaten- 
ing on the eastern border. 

The Byzantine border territory of Asia Minor was almost continuously ex- 
posed to the ruinous incursions of the Muslims who were exterminating or 
expelling the Christian population. Manuel had to secure order and safety in 
the border regions, and for that purpose he erected and restored a number of 
fortified places intended to check the invaders, mainly in those places where 
the enemy carried on most of their invasions. 

It cannot be said, however, that Manuel’s hostilities against the Turks were 
successful. In the first years of his reign he made an alliance with the Mu- 
hammedan emirs of Cappadocia, the above-mentioned Danishmandites, and 
began a war against his enemy of Asia Minor, the sultan of Iconium or Rum. 
The imperial troops successfully reached the chief city of the sultanate, Ico- 
nium (Konia); but, probably because they were aware that the sultan had 
received some reinforcements, they only pillaged the city suburbs and then 
withdrew; on their way back they met with a severe defeat from the Seljuqs, 
which barely escaped ending in a real catastrophe to the retreating troops. 
But the news of the crusade, which was threatening both to the Emperor 
and sultan, compelled both adversaries to seek peace, and a peace was con- 
cluded. 

Alliance of the two empires—In the first years of the reign of Manuel his 
western policy, like that of his predecessor, was regulated by the idea of the 
alliance with Germany which had been achieved under the pressure of the 
common danger from the growing power of the Italian Normans. The ne- 
gotiations with Conrad III of Germany interrupted by the death of John were 
renewed. The question of the marriage of Manuel to the sister-in-law of 
Conrad, Bertha of Sulzbach, which had been proposed under John, was also 
renewed. In his letter to Manuel, Conrad wrote that this marriage should be 
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a pledge “of a permanent alliance of constant friendship,” that the German 
sovereign promised to be “a friend of the Emperor’s friends and an enemy 
of his enemies,”*** as well as, in case of danger to the Empire, to come to its 
aid not only with some auxiliary troops, but, if necessary, in person with all 
forces of the German state. Manuel’s marriage to Bertha, who received in 
Byzantium the name of Irene, set a seal upon the alliance of the two empires. 
This alliance gave Manuel the hope of getting rid of the danger which threat- 
ened his state from Roger II. Of course, while Roger faced two such adversaries 
as the Byzantine and German sovereigns, he did not venture to begin war 
with Byzantium with his former hopes for success.'?" 

But an unexpected event suddenly destroyed Manuel’s dreams and political 
speculations. The Second Crusade entirely changed the situation, at least for 
a time; it deprived Byzantium of German support and exposed the Empire 
to twofold danger from the crusaders and from the Normans. 

The Second Crusade.—After the First Crusade the Christian rulers in the 
east, that is to say, the Byzantine Emperor and the Latin rulers of Antioch, 
Edessa, and Tripoli, as well as the king of Jerusalem, instead of endeavoring 
to crush with united forces the strength of the Muslims, were occupied with 
their internal dissensions and looked with distrust on the political strengthen- 
ing of their neighbors. Particularly disastrous to the general welfare were the 
hostile relations of Byzantium to Antioch and Edessa. These conditions en- 
abled the Muslims, who had been weakened and driven back by the forces 
of the First Crusade, to recover themselves and again threaten from Mesopo- 
tamia the Christian possessions. 

In 1144 Zangi, one of the Muhammedan rulers or Atabegs of Mosul, as the 
Seljuq governors who had become independent, were called, suddenly seized 
Edessa. An anonymous Syriac chronicle recently translated into French affords 
a detailed account of the siege and capture of Edessa by Zangi. The latter, as 
the chronicler said, “left Edessa four days after the capture of the city. . . . 
The inhabitants of Edessa went to redeem their captives, and the city was 
repopulated. The governor Zain-ed-Din, who was a good-natured man, treated 
them very well.”?!® But after Zangi’s death in 1146 the former count of 
Edessa, Joscelin, retook the city. Zangi’s son Nur-ad-Din easily took possession 
of it, and then the Christians were massacred, the women and children were 
sold into slavery, and the city was almost entirely destroyed. It was a heavy 
blow to the Christian cause in the east, because the county of Edessa, because 
of its geographical position, was a buffer state of the crusaders which had 
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to receive the first attacks of Muslim assaults. Neither Jerusalem nor Antioch 
nor Tripoli could help the prince of Edessa. Meanwhile, after the fall of 
Edessa, the Latin possessions, Antioch in particular, began to be seriously 
threatened. 

The fall of Edessa produced a deep impression upon the west and evoked 
renewed interest in the cause of the Holy Land. But the pope of that time, 
Eugenius III, could not initiate or promote a new crusading enterprise, be- 
cause the democratic movement which had broken out in the fifth decade 
at Rome and in which the famous Arnold of Brescia had taken part rendered 
the pope’s position in the “eternal City” unstable, and even forced him to leave 
Rome for a time. The king of France, Louis VII, seems to have been the real 
initiator of the crusade, and its preacher who carried the idea into effect was 
the monk Bernard of Clairvaux, who by his fiery appeals first won over 
France. Then he passed to Germany and persuaded Conrad III to take the 
cross and inspired the Germans to take part in the expedition. 

But the western peoples, who had learned caution through the bitter ex- 
perience of the First Crusade and had been greatly disappointed in its results, 
did not manifest their former enthusiasm, and at the meeting of Vezelay, in 
Burgundy, the French feudaries were against the crusade. Not without difh- 
culty Bernard won them over by his passionate and persuasive eloquence. In 
Bernard’s conception the original plan of Louis VII widened. Owing to 
Bernard, simultaneously with the crusade to the East there were organized 
two other expeditions: the first against the Muslims who at that time were 
in possession of Lisbon in the Pyrenean peninsula, the other against the pagan 
Slavs in the north, on the Elbe (Laba) river. 

Historians strongly disapprove of Bernard’s idea of adding Germany to 
the crusade. The German scholar Kugler, who was especially interested in 
the Second Crusade, considered it as “a most unhappy idea”;**® the Russian 
scholar Th. Uspensky called it “a fatal step and great error of St. Bernard” 
and attributed the sad results of the crusade to the participation of the Ger- 
mans.!”° In truth, the antagonism between the French and Germans during 
the crusade was one of its peculiar traits and of course could not contribute 
to its success. . 

The news of the crusade alarmed Manuel, who saw in it a danger to his 
state and to his influence with the Latin princes of the east, particularly at 
Antioch, which with support from the west could ignore the Byzantine Em- 
peror. Also the participation of Germany in the crusade deprived Byzantium 
of the guarantee upon which the alliance of the two empires was based. If 
the king of Germany left his country for the East for long, he could not take 
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care of the western interests of the Byzantine Empire, which was therefore 
open to the ambitious plans of Roger. Knowing how dangerous to the capital 
the first crusaders had been, Manuel commanded its walls and towers to be 
restored, having evidently no confidence in the ties of friendship and relation- 
ship which bound Conrad to him. 

According to V. Vasilievsky, “undoubtedly Manuel hoped to stand at the 
head of the whole Christian army against the common enemies of Chris- 
tianity.”’*? Besides the fact that Byzantium was very greatly interested in 
the future destinies of Islam in the East, Manuel, in the epoch of the Second 
Crusade, had also some special reasons for such a hope: at that time the 
Christian world had but one emperor, namely Manuel, because Conrad III 
Hohenstaufen had not been crowned by the pope in Rome and therefore 
did not bear the title of emperor. 

In 1147 the leaders of the crusade decided to go to Constantinople by land, 
the way by which the first crusaders had already gone. First Conrad set out 
via Hungary; a month later Louis went the same way. The march of the 
crusaders towards Constantinople was followed by the same violence and 
pillaging as in the First Crusade. 

When the German troops had pitched their camp under the walls of the 
capital, Manuel exerted himself to the utmost to transport them to Asia before 
the arrival of the French army; finally, after some altercations with his relative 
and ally Conrad, he succeeded. In Asia Minor the Germans began at once 
to st ffer from the want of food, and then they were assaulted by the Turks 
and destroyed; only a pitiful remnant of the German army returned to Nicaea. 
Some historians ascribe the failure of the German expedition to the intrigues 
of Manuel, alleging that he made an agreement with the Muslims, stirring 
them up to attack the crusaders. Some historians, for example Sybel and fol- 
lowing him Th. Uspensky, even spoke of the conclusion of an alliance be- 
tween Manuel and the Seljuqs.’?? But the more recent scholars are inclined 
to believe that such charges against Manuel have no serious grounds and that 
he should not be considered responsible for the failure of the Germans.*** 

The French who had approached the capital soon after the passage of the 
Germans to Asia Minor alarmed Manuel still more. Manuel was particularly 
dubious about Louis with whom, shortly before the crusade, Roger had 
opened negotiations inducing him to go to the East through his Italian posses- 
sions; in Louis, Manuel suspected he saw a secret ally of Roger, or “the un- 
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ofhcial ally of Sicily,”*** and the Emperor’s conjectures had serious grounds. 


Knowing that at that time Manuel was entirely absorbed by the crusade 
and his relations to the crusaders, Roger abandoned the general interests of 
Christianity and following only his own political aims suddenly seized the 
island of Corfu and devastated some other Byzantine islands. Then the Nor- 
mans landed in Greece and captured Thebes and Corinth, which were at 
that time famous for their silk factories and silk stuffs. Not satisfied with 
seizing a large quantity of precious silk stuffs “the Normans, among numerous 
other captives, carried into Sicily the most skilful silk weavers, both men and 
women.” It is not true, however, as is sometimes stated in historical works, 
that these weavers who were transported to Palermo were the creators of 
the silk production and silk industry in Sicily; in reality the production of 
silk and the development of the silkworm had been known there before. 
But the arrival of the captured Greek women gave a new impetus to the in- 
dustry.’*® Athens also was not spared by the Normans.'”® 

When the news of the successful invasion of the Normans into Greece 
reached the French, who were standing under the walls of Constantinople, 
the latter, already irritated by the rumors of an agreement between Manuel 
and the Turks, became agitated. Some of Louis’ chiefs suggested to him that 
he seize Constantinople. In the face of this danger the Emperor turned his 
mind to transporting the French also into Asia Minor. A rumor circulated 
that the Germans were meeting with success in Asia Minor, and Louis con- 
sented to cross over the Bosphorus and even took the oath to Manuel. Only 
when Louis made his appearance in Asia Minor did he learn the truth about 
the disaster of the German army. The sovereigns met and marched on to- 
gether. The Franco-German troops are known to have suffered a complete 
failure at Damascus. The disappointed Conrad left Palestine on a Greek 
vessel and sailed for Thessalonica, where Manuel, who was preparing to open 
hostilities against the Normans, had his residence at the time. Manuel and 
Conrad met there, examined the general situation, and concluded a definite 
alliance against Roger. Thereafter Conrad returned to Germany. 

Meanwhile the crusade accomplished nothing. Louis, who remained in the 
East, realizing the complete impossibility of doing anything with his own 
resources, returned some months later to France via southern Italy where 
he met with Roger. 

Thus the Second Crusade, which had aad so brilliantly, ended in the 
most miserable way. The Muslims in the East were not weakened; on the con- 
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trary, they gained in courage and began even to hope to destroy the Christian 
possessions in the East. Besides that, the strife between the French and Ger- 
man troops as well as between the Palestinian and European Christians did 
not add to the prestige of the crusaders. Manuel himself was glad to see the 
crusade finished, because now, strengthened by the conclusion of a formal 
alliance with Germany, he was free to proceed in his western policy against 
Roger. Nevertheless it would be unjust to charge the whole failure of the 
crusade upon the Emperor; the failure of the enterprise must be rather at- 
tributed to the lack of organization and general discipline among the cru- 
saders. Also by his attack upon the islands of the Adriatic and Greece, Roger 
had fatally affected the project of the crusade. Generally speaking, the re- 
ligious basis of the crusading enterprises was receding and the worldly political 
motives showed themselves henceforth more and more clearly. 

External policy of Manuel after the Second Crusade—During the crusade 
Manuel had already taken serious measures for the war against Roger, upon 
whom he wished to take vengeance for the treacherous incursion upon the 
islands of the Adriatic and Greece and for his continued occupation of Corfu. 
Venice, which, as before, watched the growing power of the Normans with 
some apprehension, willingly consented to support the Byzantine enterprise 
with her fleet and received for that aid new commercial privileges in the Em- 
pire; besides the quarters and landing places (scalas) in Constantinople which 
had been allotted to the Venetians by the former trade treaties, some new 
places and one more landing place (scala) were assigned to them.’*7 While 
those negotiations were going on, the Emperor was energetically preparing 
for the war against “the western dragon,” “a new Amalek,”?** “the dragon 
of the island (i.e. Sicily) who was about to eject the flame of his anger higher 
than the craters of Etna,” as the contemporary sources characterized Roger.’”* 
Manuel’s plans were not confined to driving the enemy out of Byzantine 
territory; the Emperor hoped later on to transfer hostilities into Italy and to 
attempt to restore the former Byzantine power there. 

He was temporarily diverted from his enterprise when his preparations 
were almost complete by the Cumans (Polovtzi), who crossed the Danube and 
invaded the Byzantine territory; but he succeeded in rapidly routing them. 
Then supported by the Venetian vessels, Manuel took possession of Corfu. 

Roger realized what danger might threaten him from the alliance of By- 
zantium with Germany, who had promised to send the Emperor a land 
army, and Venice, who had already sent her vessels. Roger resorted to skillful 
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diplomatic maneuvers in order to create all possible difficulties for Byzantium. 
Owing to the Sicilian fleet and intrigues, the Duke Welf, an old enemy of the 
Hohenstaufens, rose against Conrad in Germany, who was therefore pre- 
vented from marching into Italy to support Manuel; then the Serbs supported 
by the Hungarians (Ugrians) also opened hostilities against Manuel, whose 
attention was thereby diverted towards the north. Finally, Louis VII, afflicted 
by the failure of the crusade and irritated at the Greeks, came, on his return 
journey from the East, to a friendly understanding with Roger and was pre- 
paring a new crusade which threatened Byzantium with unavoidable danger. 
The abbot Suger, who had governed France during Louis’ absence, was the 
initiator of a new crusading enterprise, and the famous Bernard of Clairvaux 
was even ready himself to stand at the head of the army. A French abbot wrote 
to the Sicilian King: “Our hearts, the hearts of almost all our Frenchmen are 
burning with devotion and love for peace with you; we are induced to feel 
thus by the base, unheard of and mean treachery of the Greeks and their 
detestable king (regis) to our pilgrims. . . . Rise to help the people of God 
. . . take vengeance for such affronts.”**° Roger also was strengthening his 
relations with the pope. In general the West regarded with disfavor the 
alliance between the “orthodox” sovereign of Germany and the “schismatic” 
Emperor of Byzantium. It was thought in Italy that Conrad had already 
become affected with Greek disobedience, and the Papal curia was therefore 
making attempts to restore him to the path of truth and obedient service to 
the Catholic church. Pope Eugenius III, the abbot Suger, and Bernard of 
Clairvaux were working to destroy the alliance between the two empires. 
Thus, in the middle of the twelfth century, V. Vasilievsky explained, “there 
was on the point of coming into existence a strong coalition against Manuel 
and Byzantium at the head of which stood King Roger, to which Hungary 
and Serbia already belonged, which France as well as the Pope was about to 
join, and to which it was endeavored to draw Germany and her king. If the 
coalition had been realized, the year 1204 would have seen Constantinople 
already threatened.”?** 

Nevertheless, the danger to the Empire proved not to be great. The plan 
of the king of France was not carried into effect partly because the French 
chivalry responded to the idea coldly and partly because Suger died shortly 
after. Conrad remained loyal to the alliance with the Eastern Empire. 

But at the very time when Manuel might have expected a particular ad- 
vantage from his alliance with Germany, Conrad III died (1152). His death, 
which had occurred just when the Italian campaign had been decided upon, 
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evoked in Germany rumors that the king had been poisoned by his court 
physicians. They had come to Germany from Italy, from the famous medical 
school of Salerno, which was at that time in the power of Roger. Conrad’s 
successor Frederick I Barbarossa ascended-the throne believing in unlimited 
imperial power granted him by God; he would not admit that his power in 
Italy should be divided with the eastern Emperor. In a treaty with the pope 
concluded shortly after Frederick’s accession to the throne the king of Ger- 
many, calling Manuel rex, not imperator, as Conrad had addressed him, 
pledged himself to expel the eastern Emperor from Italy. But, shortly after, 
for some unexplained reasons, Frederick changed his plans and seems to 
have intended to return to the idea of the Byzantine alliance. 

In 1154 the terrible foe of Byzantium, Roger II, died. The new Sicilian 
king, William I, set as his goal the destruction of the alliance of the two em- 
pires and of the alliance between Byzantium and Venice. The Republic of 
St. Mark, aware of Manuel’s plans for establishing himself in Italy, could not 
approve of them; it would have been just as bad for Venice as if the Normans 
had established themselves on the opposite coast of the Adriatic, for in either 
case both coasts would have belonged to one power, which would have barred 
to the Venetian vessels the free use of the Adriatic and Mediterranean. Ac- 
cordingly Venice broke off her alliance with Byzantium and having obtained 
important trade privileges in the kingdom of Sicily, made an alliance with 
William I. 

After the Byzantine arms had had some success in southern Italy, 1.e. after 
Bari and some other cities had been captured, William inflicted a severe 
defeat on Manuel’s troops at Brindisi in 1156, which at once nullified all the 
results of the Byzantine expedition. In the same year the capital of Apulia, 
Bari, was by order of William razed. A contemporary wrote: “The powerful 
capital of Apulia, famous for its glory, strong in its wealth, proud of the 
noble and aristocratic origin of its citizens, an object of general admiration for 
the beauty of its buildings, lies now as a pile of stones.”**? 

The unsuccessful campaign of Manuel in Italy clearly showed Frederick 
Barbarossa that the Byzantine Emperor had in view the conquest of that 
country. Therefore he definitely broke with the Byzantine alliance. An his- 
torian contemporary with Frederick, Otto of Freising, wrote: “Although 
[Frederick] hated William, he did not, however, wish that the strangers 
might take away the territory of his Empire, which had been unjustly seized 
by the violent tyranny of Roger.”'** Any hope for a reconciliation with Bar- 
barossa disappeared, and therewith disappeared all Manuel’s hopes for the 
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restoration of Italy. In 1158 a peace was made between Manuel and William 
of Sicily. This peace, the exact conditions of which are not known, meant 
the abandonment by Byzantium of her long cherished and brilliant plans as 
well as “the rupture of the friendsbip and alliance between the two Empires 
which had existed under Lothar of Saxony and John Comnenus and later 
had been strengthened by the personal relations between Conrad and Man- 
uel.” The Byzantine troops never saw Italy again.'* 

Under the new conditions the aims of the Byzantine policy changed. Now 
it had to oppose the tendency of the Hohenstaufens to annex Italy, which 
Frederick Barbarossa believed must acknowledge his power. Byzantine diplo- 
mats began to work actively in a new direction. Manuel, wishing to destroy 
the relations between Frederick and the pope, sought the support of the 
papal curia in his coming struggle with Frederick and seduced the pope by 
hints of a possible union between the eastern and western churches. By evok- 
ing a conflict between the pope and the king of Germany, Manuel hoped 
“to restore the Eastern Empire in the whole fulness of its rights and put an 
end to the anomaly which existed in the shape of the Western Empire.”?*5 
Yet those negotiations failed, because the popes were not at all willing to 
fall into a state of dependence from one emperor to the other; on the contrary, 
the popes of the twelfth century, imbued with theocratic ideals, wished them- 
selves to reach superiority over the Byzantine Emperor. 

When the war between Frederick Barbarossa and the north Italian cities 
started, Manuel actively supported the latter with money subsidies. The walls 
of Milan, demolished by Frederick, were restored by the aid of the Byzantine 
Emperor. The battle of Legnano, on May 29, 1176, which ended in Frederick’s 
complete defeat in northern Italy and resulted in the triumph of the north 
Italian communes and their supporter, the papacy, seemed rather to improve 
Manuel’s position in Italy. His relations were also particularly favorable in 
regard to Genoa, Pisa, and Venice; under the pressure of German danger the 
latter passed over again to Byzantium. But Manuel, willing, perhaps because 
of his lack of means, to profit by the enormous wealth of the Venetian mer- 
chants on the territory of his Empire, suddenly ordered all the Venetians of 
Byzantium to be arrested and their property confiscated. Venice, naturally 
incensed, sent a fleet against Byzantium which, owing to an epidemic, was 
forced to return without great success. In all probability, friendly relations 
between Byzantium and Venice were not restored in Manuel’s lifetime. 

Wishing to reply to the Byzantine policy in Italy in a similar way, Frederick 
Barbarossa entered into negotiations with the most dangerous foe of By- 
zantium in the East, the sultan of Iconium, Qilij Arslan, and tried to induce 
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the latter to invade the Greek Empire, hoping that the difficulties in Asia 
Minor would divert Manuel from European affairs. 

Meanwhile the situation in Asia Minor was growing threatening. In Cilicia, 
which had been conquered by John Comnenus, a revolt broke out under the 
leadership of Thoros. Two of Manuel’s armies sent against Thoros failed. 
The situation became more alarming when Thoros made an alliance with his 
former enemy the prince of Antioch, Reginald of Chatillon, and together they 
marched against the Greeks. At the same time Reginald made a successful 
naval attack on Cyprus. Manuel came to Cilicia in person. His arrival was 
so sudden that Thoros barely escaped capture and fled. In 1158, Manuel be- 
came again the master of Cilicia. Thoros submitted himself to the Emperor 
and was pardoned by him. Now it was the turn of Antioch. 

Reginald of Chatillon, realizing that he would be unable to resist the By- 
zantine forces, decided to sue for Manuel’s pardon. The Emperor was at 
Mopsuestia (Mamistra of the crusaders), in Cilicia; Reginald “appeared there 
as a suppliant before the Great Comnenus.”?** A most humiliating scene took 
place: barefooted, he prostrated himself before the Emperor, presenting to 
him the hilt of his sword and submitting himself to his mercy. “At the same 
time,” as William of Tyre said, “he cried for mercy, and he cried so long 
that everyone had nausea of it and that many French have disdained and 
blamed him for that.”**7 Ambassadors from most of the Oriental peoples, 
including the far distant Abasgians (Abkhaz) and Iberians, were present at 
that spectacle and were profoundly impressed.*** “This scene has rendered 
the Latins despicable in the whole of Asia.”*** Reginald acknowledged him- 
self the vassal of the Empire, so that later (1178-1179) a certain Robert was 
sent to the court of Henry II, king of England, as ambassador on behalf of 
the two countries, Byzantium and Antioch.’*° The king of Jerusalem, Bald- 
_win III, arrived personally in Mopsuestia where, in Manuel’s camp, he was 
courteously received by the Emperor. But Baldwin was forced to enter into a 
treaty with him and pledged himself to furnish troops to the Emperor. 
Eustathius of Thessalonica in his oration to Manuel mentioned the king, who 
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“ran to us from Jerusalem astounded by the fame and the deeds of the 
Emperor and recognizing from afar his sublimity.”!*? 

Then in April 1159, Manuel made his solemn entry into Antioch. Escorted 
by Reginald of Chatillon and the other Latin princes on foot and unarmed, 
and followed by the king of Jerusalem on horseback but also unarmed, the 
Emperor passed through streets decorated with carpets, hangings, and flowers, 
to the sound of trumpets and drums and to the singing of hymns, and was 
brought to the cathedral by the patriarch of Antioch in his pontifical robes. 
For eight days the imperial banners flew from the city walls.4? 

The submission of Reginald of Chatillon and the entry of Manuel into 
Antioch in 1159 mark the triumph of the Byzantine policy towards the Latins. 
It was the result of more than sixty years of efforts and struggle. Despite many 
difficulties and wars, the Byzantine Emperor “never lost sight of the problem 
of Antioch—the problem raised during the First Crusade and since never 
solved.”?** 

In the church of the Nativity, at Bethlehem, an inscription dated by the 
year 1169 has been preserved which stated “the present work was completed by 
the painter and mosaist Ephraim in the reign of the Emperor Manuel Porphy- 
rogenitus Comnenus and in the days of the Great King of Jerusalem Amaury, 
and of the most holy Bishop of the holy Bethlehem Raoul in the year 6677, 
indiction 2” ( = 1169).*** The name of Manuel put together with that of 
Amaury may indicate that a sort of suzerainty of the Greek emperor was 
established over the king of Jerusalem.**° 

As to the relations of Manuel with the Muhammedan princes, he and Qilij 
Arslan had had for some years a friendly connection, and in 1161-62 the 
Sultan had even come to Constantinople where a solemn reception had been 
accorded to him by the Emperor. This reception is thoroughly described in 
Greek and Oriental sources. The Sultan spent eighty days in Constantinople. 
All the wealth and treasures of the capital were ostentatiously shown to the 
famous guest. Dazzled by the brilliancy of the palace reception, Qilij Arslan 
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did not even dare to sit down by the side of the Emperor. Tournaments, races, 
and even a naval festival with a demonstration of the famous “Greek fire” 
were given in honor of the sultan. Twice a day, food was brought to him 
in gold and silver vessels, and the latter were not taken back, but left at the 
disposal of the guest. One day, when the Emperor and sultan had dinner to- 
gether, all vessels and decorations were offered to Qilij Arslan as a gift.’*® 

In 1171 the king of Jerusalem, Amaury I, arrived in Constantinople and 
was magnificently received by Manuel. William of Tyre gave a detailed ac- 
count of this visit.**” It was the climax of the international glory and over- 
whelming power of Manuel in the Near East. 

But the political results of the visit of Qilij Arslan to the capital were not 
very important; a sort of friendly treaty was made, but it was of short dura- 
tion. Some years later the sultan announced to his friends and officials that 
the greater damage he did to the Empire, the more precious presents he got 
from the Emperor. 

In such circumstances, the peace on the eastern border could not last long. 
On the strength of some local causes as well as perhaps because of the instiga- 
tion of Frederick, hostilities broke out. Manuel himself rode at the head of 
his troops. The aim of the campaign was the capture of the capital of the 
sultanate, Iconium (Konia). In 1176 the Byzantine troops became entangled 
in the mountainous gorge of Phrygia, where the stronghold of Myriocephalon 
was situated not far from the border. There the Turks suddenly assaulted 
them on several sides and, on September 17th, 1176,'** inflicted upon them a 
complete defeat. The Emperor barely saved his life and escaped capture. The 
Byzantine historian, Nicetas Choniates, wrote: “The spectacle was really 
worthy of tears, or, it is better to say, the disaster was so great that it could not 
be sufficiently bemourned: pits were filled to the top with corpses; in ravines 
there were heaps of slain; in bushes, mountains of dead. . . . No one passed 
by without tears or moan; but all sobbed and called their lost friends and 
relatives by their names.”**® 

A contemporary historian who spent some time in Constantinople in 1179, 
depicts Manuel’s mood after the defeat at Myriocephalon as follows: 
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From that day the emperor is said to have borne, ever deeply impressed upon his 
heart, the memory of that fatal disaster. Never thereafter did he exhibit the gaiety 
of spirit which had been so characteristic of him or show himself joyful before his 
people, no matter how much they entreated him. Never, as long as he lived, did 
he enjoy the good health which before that time he had possessed in so remarkable 
a degree. In short, the ever-present memory of that defeat so oppressed him that 
never again did he enjoy peace of mind or his usual tranquillity of spirit.1°° 


In a long letter to his western friend, King Henry II Plantagenet, of Eng- 
land, Manuel announced his recent disaster and evidently tried to soften it a 
little. A detailed narration of the battle was given by the Emperor in that 
letter; among other things, he gave interesting information concerning the 
participation in the battle of Englishmen who after 1066 served the Byzantine 
emperors, especially in the imperial guard.?™* 

In spite of the crushing defeat at Myriocephalon, an anonymous panegyrist 
of Manuel turned the Emperor’s very flight before the Turks into one of his 
brilliant deeds when he said: “After a clash with a mass of attacking Ismaeli- 
tians [i.e. Turks] he [Manuel] rushed into flight alone without fearing so 
many swords, arrows, and spears.”*®? A nephew of Manuel adorned his new 
house with paintings, and among other pictures, “he ordered the deeds of 
the Sultan (of Iconium) to be painted, thus illustrating upon the walls of his 
house that which would have been more proper to keep in darkness.”?** In 
all likelihood, this unusual picture represented the fateful battle of Myrio- 
cephalon. 

But for reasons still unknown, Qilij Arslan used his victory with modera- 
tion and opened negotiations with the Emperor which led to the conclusion 
of a tolerable peace. Some Byzantine fortifications in Asia Minor were de- 
stroyed. 

The battle of Manzikert in 1071 had already been a deathblow to Byzantine 
domination in Asia Minor. But the contemporaries had not understood this, 
and still hoped to recover, and get rid of the Seljuq danger. The two first 
crusades had not decreased that danger. The battle of Myriocephalon in 1176 
definitely destroyed Byzantium’s last hope of expelling the Turks from Asia 
Minor. After that the Empire could not possibly carry on any efficient offensive 
policy in the East. She could barely protect the eastern border and repulse the 
Seljug hordes which were continually penetrating into her territory. “The 
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battle of Myriocephalon,” declared Kugler, “decided forever the destiny of 
the whole East.”?°* 

Soon after this defeat, Manuel also sent a letter to Frederick Barbarossa in 
which he portrayed the Seljuq sultan’s position as weak; but Frederick had 
already been informed of the truth—Manuel’s crushing defeat.’** In replying 
to Manuel, Frederick announced that the German emperors, who had re- 
ceived their power from the glorious Roman emperors, had to rule not only 
the Roman Empire but also “the Greek Kingdom” (ut non solum Romanum 
imperium nostro disponatur moderamine, verum etiam regnum grecie ad 
nutum nostrum regi et sub nostro gubernari debeat imperio); therefore he 
bade Manuel recognize the authority of the western emperor and yield to the 
authority of the pope, and ended with the statement that in the future he 
would regulate his conduct by that of Manuel, who in vain was sowing troubles 
among the vassals of the western empire.’** It was thus the belief of the 
authoritative Hohenstaufen that the Byzantine emperor should submit to 
him in his position as western emperor. The idea of a single empire did not 
cease to exist in the twelfth century; at first Manuel remembered it, and later 
when circumstances became unfavorable to Byzantium, Frederick began to 
dream of the single empire. 

In 1177, the Congress of Venice, which was attended by Frederick, the 
pope, and the representatives of the victorious Italian communes, confirmed 
the independence of the latter and reconciled the German sovereign to the 
pope. In other words, the treaty of Venice put an end to the hostility which 
had existed between Germany, the Lombard communities, and the papal 
curia, which Manuel had utilized for his diplomatic combinations. “The 
Congress of Venice was a blow to the Byzantine Empire, equivalent to the 
defeat inflicted on it by the Sultan of Iconium at Myriocephalon,” said Th. 
Uspensky. “Having reconciled the elements in the West which were hostile 
to Byzantium, the Congress was a prognostic of the coalition which was to 
conquer Constantinople in 1204 and form the Latin states in the East.”*>" 

The Congress of 1177 had exceptional significance for Venice, where as- 
sembled a brilliant European society headed by the western emperor and 
the pope. Over ten thousand foreigners came to Venice, and all admired the 
beauty, wealth, and power of that city. A contemporary historian, addressing 
the Venetian people, wrote: “Oh, how happy you are because such a peace 
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could be made in your country. It will be a permanent glory to your name.”*** 

A short time before his death, Manuel succeeded in obtaining his last diplo- 
matic success, namely, marriage of his son and heir Alexius to an eight-year- 
old daughter of the king of France, Louis VII. The little princess Agnes re- 
ceived in Byzantium the name of Anne. Owing to this marriage, the somewhat 
strained relations which had been established between Byzantium and France 
after the Second Crusade seem to have improved. Eustathius of Thessalonica 
wrote a eulogistic oration on the occasion of the arrival at Megalopolis, i.e. 
Constantinople, of the imperial bride from France.*** 

Moreover, after the famous letter sent by Manuel to the king of England, 
Henry II, after the disaster of Myriocephalon, the relations between those 
two sovereigns became very friendly, and in the last years of Manuel’s reign 
there is some evidence that the Byzantine envoys appeared at Westminster, 
and an Englishman, Geoffrey de Haie (Galfridus de Haia) was entrusted by 
Henry II with the entertainment of the Greek ambassadors; the same Geoffrey 
de Haie was sent in return to Constantinople.’®° Henry II, evidently well in- 
formed on Manuel’s favorite sports of which hunting was not the least, even 
sent him a pack of hunting dogs on a vessel sailing from Bremen.*** 

To sum up, Manuel’s policy differed very much from the cautious and 
thoughtful policy of his grandfather and father. Absorbed by his delusive 
dream of restoring the unity of the Empire as heir to Augustus, Constantine, ». 
and Justinian, and strongly inclined to western tastes, customs and manners, 
he exerted himself to the utmost in the struggle with Italy and Hungary as 
well as in his relations with the Western Empire, France, Venice, and other 
Italian communes. Leaving the East without adequate attention, he failed to 
prevent the further growth of the sultanate of Iconium and finally witnessed 
the collapse of all the hopes of the Empire in Asia Minor after the disaster 
of Myriocephalon. 

The preference given by Manuel to the West, which was uncongenial to 
Byzantium and whose culture at that time was not equal to Byzantine culture, 
also brought about consequences disastrous to the Empire. By receiving 
foreigners with open arms and granting them the most responsible and 
lucrative places, he roused so strong a dissatisfaction among his subjects that 
bloody conflicts might be expected on the first occasion. 

The special historian of Manuel’s epoch estimated his policy in these com- 
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ments: “Manuel chanced to die rather too soon to see the sad consequences 
of his policy; they had been already perceived by the perspicacious minds of 
some of his contemporaries. It was hard to receive the heritage of the Em- 
peror, and no one among his successors was to be able to restore the position 
of the Empire. In ensuing years the decline of the Empire was to go on 
rapidly: it is just to say that it began with the reign of Manuel.”?* 

It might be more correct to say that the decline of the Empire had begun 
much earlier, in the epoch of the Macedonian dynasty, after the death of 
Basil II Bulgaroctonus in 1025. The first two Comneni, Alexius and John, 
succeeded in retarding the progress of the decline, but they failed to stop 
it. The erroneous policy of Manuel led the Empire again into the path of 
decline and this time into definite decadence. Hertzberg commented: “with 
Manuel, the ancient brilliance and ancient greatness of Byzantium sank 
into the grave forever.”*** This opinion of the historian of the nineteenth 
century agrees with the words of a well-known writer of the end of the 
twelfth century, contemporary with the Comneni and Angeli, Eustathius of 
Thessalonica: “According to divine purpose, with the death of the Emperor 
Manuel Comnenus there has perished all that still remained intact from the 
Romans, and darkness has enveloped all our country as if it were under an 
eclipse of the sun.”?** 

Such a colorful figure as that of Manuel Comnenus could not fail to leave 
a deep impress far beyond the confines of the Byzantine Empire. His name 
and his exploits, the latter mostly legendary, were well known in the Russian 
heroic epics and in Russian songs, as well as in the Russian annals. Manuel 
sent to the princess of Polotzk, Euphrosinia, an icon of the Mother of God, 
of Ephesus.’® It should not be forgotten that the famous legendary letter of 
Prester John was addressed to Manuel. 


Foreign affairs under the last Comneni, Alexius II and Andronicus I 


“The five-year period comprising the reign of the two last Comneni, 
Alexius and Andronicus,” wrote the Russian historian, Th. Uspensky, “is 
interesting particularly as a period of reaction and state reforms which had 
an entirely rational basis and were evoked by the well realized defects of the 
former system of administration.”'®* After Manuel’s death his twelve-year- 
old son, Alexius II (1180-83), ascended the throne, and his mother Mary 
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(Maria) of Antioch was proclaimed regent; her favorite Alexius Comnenus, 
Manuel’s nephew, however, had the direction of all state affairs. The violent 
struggle of the court parties as well as the continuing Latin preponderance 
led to the summoning of the famous Andronicus into the capital. He had al- 
ready for a long time been filled with ambitious plans of seizing the imperial 
throne; and he snatched at the opportunity to appear as a defender of the 
weak Emperor Alexius II, surrounded by wicked advisers, as well as a pro- 
tector of Greek national interests. A short time before he entered the capital, 
the massacre of the Latins had taken place. Venetian sources pass over the 
massacre of 1182. Nevertheless the Venetian merchants no doubt also suffered 
considerably. 

In the same year, 1182, Andronicus entered Constantinople and, in spite 
of his solemn promise, began to aim openly at sole dominion. By his order, the 
powerful Alexius Comnenus was arrested and blinded; then the Regent Mary 
of Antioch and, shortly after, the unfortunate Emperor Alexius II were 
strangled. In 1183, Andronicus, then sixty-three years old, became all-powerful 
sovereign of the Empire. In order to make his position more solid, he married 
the widow of Alexius II, Agnes (Anne) of France, who, at the death of her 
fourteen-year-old husband, was not quite twelve years of age. 

The enthusiasm with which the populace received Andronicus is explained 
by their expectations from the new Emperor. The two chief problems of the 
internal life of the Empire confronted Andronicus: first, to establish a na- 
tional government and deliver Byzantium from the Latin preponderance; 
second, to weaken the office-holding aristocracy and large landowning aris- 
tocracy, because the preponderance of large landowners was bringing about 
the ruin and destruction of the agricultural class of peasants. Such a program, 
however hard its execution might be, met great sympathy among the mass 
of the population. 

The archbishop of Athens, Michael Acominatus (Choniates), one of the 
most precious sources for the internal situation of the Empire in the twelfth 
century, wrote in eulogistic terms: “And first of all I shall remember how, 
at the troublesome and painful time, the Roman Empire appealed to its former 
_ darling, the great Andronicus, to overthrow the oppressive Latin tyranny 
which, like a weed, had grafted itself on the young offshoot of the kingdom. 
And he brought with him no huge body of foot and horse, but armed only 
with justice marched lightly to the loving city. . . . The first thing he gave 
the capital in return for its pure love was deliverance from the tyrannous 
Latin insolence and the clearing of the Empire from barbarian admixture.”**" 
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“With Andronicus, a new party came to power.”!¢8 “This last representative 
of the dynasty of the Comneni,” said Th. Uspensky, “was or at least seemed 
to be a popular king, a king of peasants. People sang songs about him and 
composed poetical tales, the traces of which have been preserved in the annals 
and marginal notes of the unpublished manuscripts of the History of Nicetas 
Choniates.”*°? Among other things, Nicetas wrote that Andronicus com- 
manded his statue to be erected near the northern gate of the Church of the 
Forty Martyrs, and the Emperor was represented there not arrayed in the 
imperial robes, not wearing golden ornaments as sovereign, but as a worker, 
oppressed with labor, in a very modest dress, holding a scythe.?”° 

Andronicus set strenuously to work at reforms. The salary of many officials 
was raised in order to make them less bribable; honest and incorruptible men 
were appointed judges; tax burdens were considerably lightened, and severe 
punishments were inflicted upon the tax collectors who were furthering their 
own interests. Strong measures were taken against large landowners, and 

many members of the Byzantine aristocracy were put to death. Michael 
hewrliis wrote: “Long ago we have been convinced that you are mild to 
the poor, terrific to the covetous, that you are the protector of the weak and the 
enemy of the violators, that you incline the balance of Themis neither to 
the right nor to the left, and that you have hands pure from bribes.”*™ 

The struggle of Andronicus with the Byzantine aristocracy, both of birth 

and of wealth, reminded the Italian historian, Cognasso, of the struggle of 
the tsar of Russia, John (Ivan) the Terrible, in the sixteenth century, with the 
Russian nobility. He wrote: 
As Andronicus had intended to destroy the preponderance of Byzantine aristoc- 
racy, so John, the power of doyars [Russian nobility], and both of them, but the 
Russian Tzar to a greater extent, were forced to resort to coercive measures. But it 
was unfortunate that by weakening aristocracy they both weakened the state: 
John IV found himself as helpless before the Poles of Stephen Batory as Andro- 
nicus before the Normans of William II. John, sovereign of a young and strong 
people, succeeded by rapid measures in saving Russia; Andronicus had fallen be- 
fore the Empire was reformed and strengthened. The old organism could no 
longer be supported, and a new organic body, of which Andronicus was dreaming, 
was too soon entrusted to inexperienced hands,?™ 


Of course, Andronicus was incapable of carrying out a radical reform of a 
social system which had resulted from a long historical process. Representa- 
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tives of the persecuted landowning aristocracy were only waiting for the first 
opportunity to get rid of their hated ruler and replace him by a person who 
would keep up the social policy of the first three Comneni, Suspecting every- 
where treason and plots, Andronicus adopted a system of terrorism which, 
without any distinction, crushed guilty and guiltless, and not only among the 
higher classes; an atmosphere of irritation and hatred for the Emperor gradu- | 
ally grew among the population. The people who had recently received their 
darling with frantic acclamations, deserted him as a man who had not kept his 
promises, and =~ were already —_ for a new —— to the throne. 


Fuemaiaiaiiia aaa of that time: “Tn 3 any calle city = Abe populace 
is thoughtless and very unyielding in its tumultuous motion; but the mob of 
Constantinople is particularly tumultuous, violent, and ‘walking in crooked 
ways,’ because it is composed of different peoples. . . . Indifference towards 
the emperors is an evil innate in them; him whom they raise today legally 
as their master, they disparage next year as a criminal.”*%* 

The complicated and threatening internal situation became still more ag- 
gravated by the failure of the external policy. Andronicus came to the con- 
clusion that the political isolation of the Empire was impracticable from the 
point of view of its essential and vital interests; in order to save the situation 
he must resume relations with the western powars that he so ostentatiously 
abhorred. 

And in truth the attitude of the West towards Byzantium was exceedingly 


menacing. After Manuel’s death there were two enemies of Byzantium in — 


western Europe: Germany, and the Kingdom of Sicily, The alliance of the 
two empires which for a time, during the reign of Manuel, had been the basis 
of the western European policy, came to an end; at the same time the aid — 
rendered by Byzantium to the Lombard communes in their struggle against 
Frederick Barbarossa made that enemy of the Eastern Empire gradually in- 
clined to draw closer and closer to the Kingdom of Sicily. 
_ Then the Latins who had escaped the massacre organized in 1182 in Con- 
stantinople returned to the West to their own countries; relating the horrors 
_ of their experiences, they urged revenge for the insults and damages inflicted 
upon them. The Italian trade republics, which had suffered great financial 
losses, were particularly irritated. The members of some noble Byzantine 
families persecuted by Andronicus also fled to Italy, and there they tried 
to induce the Italian governments to open hostilities against Byzantium. 
Meanwhile, the western danger to the Eastern Empire was growing more 
and more threatening. Frederick Barbarossa married his son and heir, Henry, 
to the heiress of the Kingdom of Sicily, Constance; the betrothal had been 
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announced in Germany in 1184, a year before Andronicus’ death. It was a 
very important event, because after Frederick’s death his successor could 
annex Naples and Sicily to the possessions of the king of Germany. From 
two separate enemies there would be created against Byzantium one single 
terrible enemy whose political interests could not be reconciled with those 
of the Eastern Empire. It is even very probable that this matrimonial alliance 
with the Norman royal house was made to establish a point of departure 
in the Sicilian kingdom for the plans of the western emperor against By- 
zantium, in order to conquer more easily, with the help of the Normans, 
“the Kingdom” of the Greeks. At least, a western medieval historian re- 
marked: “The Emperor hostile to the Kingdom of the Greeks [regno Gre- 
corum infestus | endeavors to unite the daughter of Roger with his son.”*"* 

The king of Sicily, William II, a contemporary of Andronicus, taking ad- 
vantage of the internal troubles in Byzantium, organized a great expedition 
against the latter, the purpose of which was certainly not only the desire of 
taking revenge for the massacre of 1182 or of supporting a possible claimant 
to the Byzantine throne, but also an intention to take possession of the By- 
zantine throne for himself. Andronicus decided to enter into negotiations 
both with the West and with the East. 

He made a treaty with Venice before the beginning of 1185.*7° In coming 
to terms with the Republic of St. Mark “in order to support the Empire” 
(pro firmatione Imperii) Andronicus is said to have released the Venetians 
still imprisoned in Constantinople after the massacre of 1182 and to have 
promised compensation for loss, in annual payments. He actually began to 
discharge these obligations, and the first installment was paid in 1185.'7° He 
also attempted to draw closer to the pope of Rome, from whom he evidently 
hoped to get support, by pledging himself to grant some privileges to the 
Catholic church. By the end of 1182 Pope Lucius III had sent a legate to 
Constantinople.’** Furthermore, a western chronicle affords very interesting 
evidence that in 1185 Andronicus, against the will of the patriarch, constructed 
a church in Constantinople upon which he bestowed an ample revenue, where 
the Latin Catholic priests officiated according to their rite; “up to this day 
that church is called the Latin church.”*** 
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Finally, a short time before he died, Andronicus made a formal alliance 
with the sultan of Egypt, Saladin. As a western chronicler reported, “urged 
by grief and distress (Andronicus) has recourse to the advice and succor of 
Saladin.”*”? The conditions of that alliance sealed by oath run as follows: 
if Saladin succeeded, with the advice and aid of the Emperor, in occupying 
Jerusalem, Saladin himself should keep any other country they might take 
for himself, Jerusalem and the whole sea coast, except Ascalon, becoming 
free; but he should hold this territory under the suzerainty of Andronicus; 
the Emperor should take possession of all the conquered territories of the 
sultan of Iconium as far as Antioch and Armenia Minor, if the new allies 
were able to annex them. But “prevented by death, Andronicus could not 
carry that plan into effect.”**° Thus according to that treaty Andronicus was 
ready to cede Palestine to Saladin on condition that the latter should recognize 
the suzerainty of the Empire. But neither the treaty with Venice, nor the 
overtures to the pope, nor the alliance with the famous Saladin could save the 
situation or preserve the power in the hands of Andronicus. 

In the eastern portion of the Mediterranean the governor of the island of 
Cyprus, Isaac Comnenus, seceded from the Empire and proclaimed the inde- 
pendence of the island under his rule. Having no good fleet, Andronicus 
failed to put down the revolt. Cyprus was lost. The loss of Cyprus was a very 
severe blow to the Empire, for Byzantium had had there an important stra- 
tegic and commercial point which had brought large revenues to the treasury, 
especially because of the trade with the Latin states in the East. 

But the chief and decisive blow was struck from the West, when the well- 
organized expedition of William II of Sicily sailed against the Empire. As 
usual, hostilities opened at Durazzo which at once passed into the hands of 
the Normans; then they followed the military Egnatian road (via Egnatia) 
and marched towards Thessalonica. The powerful Norman fleet also arrived 
there. In this war Venice seems to have been strictly neutral. 

The well-known ten days’ siege of Thessalonica by land and sea began. 
A narrative of this siege, rather rhetorical but nevertheless valuable, was writ- 
ten by an eyewitness, the archbishop of Thessalonica, Eustathius. In August, 
1185, Thessalonica, which ranked next to Constantinople, was captured by 
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the Normans, who affected there an appalling destruction and massacre, the 
revenge of the Latins for the massacre of 1182. Said a Byzantine historian of 
that time, Nicetas Choniates: “Thus, between us and them [the Latins] a 
bottomless gulf of enmity has established itself; we cannot unite our souls 
and we entirely disagree with each other, although we keep up our external 
relations and often live in the same house.”?** After some days of pillage and 
murder the Norman troops advanced farther to the east, towards Constanti- 
nople. 

When the news of the capture of Thessalonica and of the approach of the 
Norman troops to the capital had reached Constantinople, the population of 
the city broke out in revolt, accusing Andronicus of making no preparations 
for resisting the enemy. With unexpected rapidity Isaac Angelus was pro- 
claimed emperor. Andronicus was dethroned and died after atrocious tor- 
tures. With the revolution of 1185 the epoch of the Byzantine Comneni ended. 

The short reign of Andronicus I, who on his accession to the throne had set 
himself the goal of protecting the agricultural class, or peasants, against the 
arbitrary domination of the large landowners, and of freeing the state from 
the foreign Latin preponderance, differs strikingly in character from the 
rule of all other Comneni. For this reason alone the reign of Andronicus de- 
serves intense and strictly scientific investigation. In some respects, particu- 
larly in the sphere of social problems and interests, the time of Andronicus, 
which has not yet been satisfactorily elucidated, presents a fascinating field 
for further researches. 


FOREIGN POLICY OF THE ANGELI 


Characteristics of the Emperors of the House of the Angeli 


The dynasty of the Angeli, elevated to the throne by the revolution of 1185, 
sprang from a contemporary of Alexius Comnenus, Constantine Angelus, 
of the city of Philadelphia in Asia Minor, a man of low birth, who was 
married to a daughter of the Emperor Alexius; he was the grandfather of 
Isaac II Angelus, the first emperor from this house, who was therefore re- 
lated by the female side to the Comneni. 

One of the aims of the late Andronicus had been to establish a national 
government; obviously he had failed in this task and at the close of his reign 
he had begun to incline to the West. After his death, the need of a national 
government became thoroughly felt, so that, as a recent Italian historian of 
the rule of Isaac II Angelus, Cognasso, wrote: “The revolution of the twelfth 
of September (1185) became especially nationalistic and aristocratic in its 
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plans; thus, from the advantages derived from the revolution all classes were 
excluded except the Byzantine aristocracy.”?®? 

Isaac II (1185-95) who represented, to quote Gelzer, “the embodied evil 
conscience which sat now upon the rotten throne of the Caesars,”’®* possessed 
no administrative talents at all. The excessive luxury and foolish lavishness of 
the court together with arbitrary and unendurable extortions and violence, 
lack of will power and of any definite plan in ruling the state in its external 
relations, especially in the Balkan peninsula where a new danger to the 
Empire appeared in the Second Bulgarian Kingdom, and in Asia Minor, 
where the Turks continued their successful advance unchecked by the fruitless 
Third Crusade,—all this created an atmosphere of discontent and agitation 
in the country. From time to time revolts broke out in favor of one or another 
claimant to the throne. But perhaps the chief cause of general discontent was 
“the fatigue of the population at enduring the two evils well recognized by 
Andronicus: the insatiability of the fiscal administration and the arrogance 
of the rich.””** Finally, in 1195, a plot against Isaac was formed by his brother 
Alexius, who, with the help of a certain part of the nobility and troops, de- 
throned the Emperor. Isaac was blinded and imprisoned, and his brother 
Alexius became Emperor. He is known as Alexius III Angelus (1195-1203), 
or Angelus Comnenus, sometimes surnamed Bambacoratius (Bapfaxopa- 
B8ns).3® 

In his qualities and capacities the new Emperor scarcely differed from his 
brother. The same foolish lavishness, the same lack of any political talent or 
interest in government, the same military incapacity brought the Empire by 
rapid steps far on the way towards disintegration and humiliation. Not with- 
out malicious irony Nicetas Choniates remarked concerning Alexius III: 
“Whatever paper might be presented to the Emperor for his signature, he 
signed it immediately; it did not matter that in this paper there was a senseless 
agglomeration of words, or that the supplicant demanded that one might 
sail by land or till the sea, or that mountains should be transferred into the 
middle of the seas or, as a tale says, that Athos should be put upon Olympus.”**° 
The Emperor’s conduct found imitators among the nobility of the capital, 
who exerted themselves to the utmost to compete with each other in expense 
and luxury. Riots took place in both the capital and the provinces. The 
foreigners who resided in Constantinople, the Venetians and Pisans, often met 
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in bloody conflicts on the streets of the capital. External relations were also 
unsuccessful. 

Meanwhile, the son of the deposed Isaac II, the young prince Alexius, had 
succeeded in escaping on a Pisan vessel from Byzantium to Italy; he went 
then to Germany, to the court of Philip of Swabia, king of Germany, who 
was married to his sister Irene, daughter of Isaac Angelus. It was the time of 
the beginning of the Fourth Crusade. The prince begged the pope and the 
king of Germany, his brother-in-law, to help him to restore the throne to 
his blind father Isaac. After many complications Alexius succeeded in in- 
ducing the crusaders in the Venetian vessels to sail to Constantinople instead 
of Egypt. In 1203 the crusaders seized the capital of Byzantium and, deposing 
Alexius III, re-established upon the throne the old and blind Isaac (1203- 
1204); then they seated his son Alexius by the side of his father, as his co- 
emperor (Alexius IV). The crusaders encamped close to Constantinople ex- 
pecting the accomplishment of the terms for which they had stipulated. 

But it was impossible for the Emperors to fulfill those terms, and their 
complete obedience to the crusaders roused a riot in the capital which resulted 
in the proclamation as Emperor of a certain Alexius V Ducas Mourtzouphlos 
(1204), related to the family of the Angeli and married to a daughter of 
Alexius III. Isaac II and Alexius IV perished during the revolt. The cru- 
saders, seeing that they had lost their chief support in the capital in the persons 
of the two dead Emperors, and realizing that Mourtzouphlos, who had raised 
the banner of the anti-Latin movement, was their enemy, decided to take 
Constantinople for themselves. After a stubborn attack by the Latins and 
desperate resistance by the inhabitants of the capital, on April 13, 1204, Con- 
stantinople passed over into the hands of the western knights and was given 
up to terrific devastation. Emperor Mourtzouphlos had time to flee from the 
capital. The Byzantine Empire fell. In its place there were formed the feudal 
Latin Empire with Constantinople as its capital and a certain number of vassal 
states in various regions of the Eastern Empire. 

The dynasty of the Angeli or Angeli-Comneni, Greek in its origin, gave the 
Empire not one talented emperor; it only accelerated the ruin of the Empire, 
already weakened without and disunited within. 


Relations with the Normans and Turks and the formation of the Second 
Bulgarian kingdom 


In the year of the revolution of 1185, which dethroned Andronicus I and 
elevated Isaac Angelus to the throne, the condition of the Empire was very 
dangerous. After the taking of Thessalonica, the Norman land army started 
to advance towards the capital, where the Norman fleet had already arrived. 
But, drunk with their successes, the Normans began to pillage the captured 
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regions; overconfident and having too little respect’ for the Byzantine army, 
they were defeated and forced to evacuate Thessalonica and Dyrrachium. 
This failure of the Normans to land obliged their vessels to leave Constanti- 
nople. A treaty of peace concluded between Isaac Angelus and William II 
put an end to the Norman war. As for the Seljuq danger in Asia Minor, 
Isaac Angelus succeeded in reducing it temporarily by rich presents and an 
annual tribute to the Turkish sultan. 

For Isaac Angelus even a temporary interruption of hostilities against the 
Normans was of very great advantage, for in the first years of his reign events 
of great importance to the Empire had taken place in the Balkan peninsula. 
Bulgaria, which had been conquered by Basil II Bulgaroctonus in 1018, after 
several unsuccessful attempts to regain her independence finally threw off the 
Byzantine yoke and in 1186 established the so-called Second Bulgarian King- 
dom. 

At the head of this movement stood two brothers, Peter or Kalopeter and 
Asen (Asan). The question of their origin and of the participation of the 
Wallachian element in the insurrection of 1186 has been several times dis- 
cussed, and formerly historians believed that the brothers had grown up 
among the Wallachs and had adopted their tongue. “In the persons of the 
leaders,” said V. Vasilievsky, “there was embodied exactly that fusion into one 
unit of the two nationalities, Bulgarian and Wallachian, that has been ob- 
vious in all narratives of the struggle for freedom and has been emphasized 
by modern historians.”*®? More recently, Bulgarian historians have traced the 
origin of Peter and Asen to the Cuman-Bulgarian racial elements in northern 
Bulgaria, denied the strength of the Wallachian-Roumanian element in the 
insurrection of 1186, and considered the foundation of the Second Bulgarian 
Kingdom of Trnovo a national Bulgarian achievement.’** Modern Rouma- 
nian historians, however, vigorously emphasize again the importance of the 
part played by the Wallachians in the formation of the Second Bulgarian 
Kingdom and say that the dynasty of the new kingdom was of Wallachian, 
i.e. Roumanian, origin.’*? 

Some elements of Bulgarian and Roumanian nationalism have become in- 
volved in this question, so that it is necessary to reconsider it with all possible 
scholarly detachment and disinterestedness. On the basis of reliable evidence, 
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the conclusion is that the liberating movement of the second half of the 
twelfth century in the Balkans was originated and vigorously prosecuted by 
the Wallachians, ancestors of the Roumanians of today; it was joined by the 
Bulgarians, and to some extent by the Cumans from beyond the Danube. The 
Wallachian participation in this important event cannot be disregarded. The 
best contemporary Greek source, Nicetas Choniates, clearly stated that the 
insurrection was begun by the Vlachs (Blachi); that their leaders, Peter and 
Asen (Asan), belonged to the same race; that the second campaign of the 
Byzantine Empire during this period was waged against the Vlachs; and 
that after the death of Peter and Asen the Empire of the Vlachs passed to 
their younger brother John. Whenever Nicetas mentioned the Bulgarians, 
he gave their name jointly with that of the Viachs: Bulgarians and Vlachs.’*° 
The western cleric Ansbert, who followed the Emperor Frederick Barbarossa 
in his crusade (1189-1190), narrated that in the Balkans the Emperor had to 
fight against Greeks and Vlachs, and calls Peter or Kalopeter “Emperor of 
the Vlachs and of the most part of the Bulgarians” (Blacorum et maxime 
partis Bulgarorum dominus), or “imperator of the Vlachs and Cumans,” or 
simply “Emperor of the Vlachs who was called by them the Emperor of 
Greece” (Kalopetrus Bachorum | Blachorum| dominus itemque a suis dictus 
1m perator Grecie).'** Finally, Pope Innocent III in his letters to the Bulgarian 
King John (Calojoannes) in 1204 addressed him as “King of Bulgarians and 
Vlachs” (Bulgarorum et Blacorum rex); in answering the pope, John calls 
himself “imperator omnium Bulgarorum et Blacorum,” but signs himself 
“imperator Bulgariae Calojoannes’; the archbishop of Trnovo calls himself 
“totius Bulgariae et Blaciae Primas.’”*? 

Although the Wallachians initiated the movement of liberation, the Bul- 
garians without doubt took an active part in it with them, and probably con- 
tributed largely to the internal organization of the new kingdom. The Cumans 
also shared in the movement. The new Bulgarian kingdom was ethnologically 
a Wallachian-Bulgarian-Cuman state, its dynasty, if the assertion of Nicetas 
Choniates is accepted, being Wallachian.*** 
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The cause of the revolt was the discontent with the Byzantine sway felt 
by both Wallachians and Bulgarians, and their desire for independence. The 
time seemed particularly auspicious to them, since the Empire, which was 
still enduring the consequences of the troubles of Andronicus’ time and the 
revolution of 1185, was unable to take adequate measures to put down the 
revolt. Nicetas Choniates naively said that the revolt was caused by the driving 
away of the Wallachs’ cattle for the festivities held on the occasion of the 
marriage of Isaac Angelus to a daughter of the king of Hungary.*** 

Peter, this “renegade and evil slave,” as he was called by the metropolitan 
of Athens, Michael Acominatus,'®® and Asen at first received some defeats 
from the Byzantine troops; but they were able to enlist the aid of the Cumans, 
who lived beyond the Danube. The struggle grew more difficult for the 
Empire, and Peter and Asen succeeded in concluding a sort of treaty. Peter 
had already assumed the title of tsar at the outset of the revolt and had begun 
to wear the imperial robes. Now the new Bulgarian state was recognized as 
politically independent of Byzantium, with a capital at Trnovo and an inde- 
pendent national church.’®* The new kingdom was known as the Bulgarian 
Kingdom of Trnovo.’** 

Simultaneously with the Bulgarian insurrection a similar movement arose 
in Serbian territory, where the founder of the dynasty of Nemanya, the 
“Great Zupan” (Great Ruler) Stephen Nemanja, who laid the foundation for 
the unification of Serbia, made an alliance with Peter of Bulgaria for the 
common fight against the Empire.’*® 

In 1189, as a participant in the Third Crusade, Frederick Barbarossa of 
Germany was passing across the Balkan peninsula towards Constantinople 
on his way to the Holy Land. The Serbs and Bulgarians intended to use that 
favorable opportunity and to obtain their aim with Frederick’s help. During 
his stay at Nish Frederick received Serbian envoys and the Great Zupan 
Stephen Nemanya himself, and at the same time opened negotiations with 
the Bulgarians. The Serbs and Bulgarians proposed to Frederick an alliance 
against the Byzantine Emperor, but on condition that Frederick should allow 
Serbia to annex Dalmatia and retain the regions which had been taken away 
from Byzantium, as well as that he should leave the Asens in permanent 
possession of Bulgaria and secure the imperial title to Peter. Frederick gave 
them no decisive reply and continued his march.’®® In this connection a his- 
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torian of the nineteenth century, V. Vasilievsky, remarked: “There was a 
moment when the solution of the Slavonic problem in the Balkan peninsula 
was in the hands of the western Emperor; there was a moment when Bar- 
barossa was about to accept the help of the Serbian and Bulgarian leaders 
against Byzantium, which undoubtedly would have led to the ruin of the 
Greek Empire.””°° 

Soon after the crossing of the crusaders into Asia Minor the Byzantine army 
was severely defeated by the Bulgarians. The Emperor himself narrowly es- 
caped capture. A contemporary source reported, “The many slain filled the 
cities with weeping and made villages sing mournful songs.”?° 

In 1195 a revolution occurred in Byzantium which deprived Isaac of the 
throne and of his sight and made his brother Alexius Emperor. First of all, 
Alexius had to confirm himself on the throne and therefore he opened peace 
negotiations with the Bulgarians. But they presented unacceptable terms. 
Some time later, in 1196, by means of Greek intrigues, both the brothers, Asen 
and later Peter, were murdered. Thereupon John, their younger brother, 
who had formerly lived for some time in Constantinople as hostage and had 
become very well acquainted with Byzantine customs, reigned in Bulgaria. 
He was the famous Tsar Kalojan, “from 1196 a threat to the Greeks and later 
to the Latins.”?°? Byzantium could not cope alone with the new Bulgarian 
tsar who, entering into negotiations with Pope Innocent III, received a royal 
crown through his legate. The Bulgarians recognized the pope as their head, 
and the archbishop of Trnovo was raised to the rank of primate. 

Thus, during the dynasty of the Angeli a powerful rival to Byzantium arose 
in the Balkan peninsula in the person of the Bulgarian king. The Second 
Bulgarian Kingdom, which had increased in power towards the end of the 
reign of the Angeli, became a real menace to the Latin Empire which was 
founded in the place of the Byzantine Empire. 


The Third Crusade and Byzantium 


After the fruitless Second Crusade the condition of the Christian dominions 
in the East continued to cause serious apprehensions: the internal dissensions 
among the princes, the court intrigues, the quarrels of the military orders, 
and the pursuit of private interests—all these weakened the Christians more 
and more and facilitated the advance of the Muslims. The most important 
centers of the Christian dominions, Antioch and Jerusalem, were not strong 
enough to protect themselves successfully. The energetic ruler of Syria, Nur- 
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ad-Din Mahmud, who in the middle of the twelfth century had taken pos- 
session of Damascus, began to threaten Antioch. Moreover, a real danger 
came from Egypt, where the Kurd Saladin, a talented leader and clever poli- 
tician with ambitious plans, had overthrown the ruler of the Fatimid dynasty, 
which was ruling there, had taken possession of Egypt at the end of the 
seventh decade of the twelfth century, and had founded the dynasty of the 
Ayyoubids. Profiting by Nur-ad-Din’s death, Saladin conquered Syria and 
then most of Mesopotamia, and thereby surrounded the Kingdom of Jeru- 
salem on the south, east, and north. 

At that time there were serious troubles in Jerusalem, of which Saladin was 
aware. Learning that one of the Muslim caravans, in which his sister was 
traveling, had been pillaged by the Christians, Saladin entered the territory 
of the Kingdom of Jerusalem and in 1187, in the battle of Hittin (Hattin), 
close to the sea of Tiberias, defeated the Christian army. The king of Jeru- 
salem and many other Christian princes fell into the hands of Saladin. Then 
he took a number of maritime places, such as Beirut, Sidon, Jaffa and so on, 
and thus cut off the Christians from the possibility of getting reinforcements 
by sea. After that Saladin marched upon Jerusalem and in the autumn of 
the same year (1187), without much difficulty, captured the Holy City. All 
the sacrifices offered by Europe and all her religious enthusiasm were of no 
avail. Jerusalem passed again into the hands of the infidel. A new crusade 
was necessary. 

The pope was acting energetically in the west in favor of the new crusade. 
He succeeded in rousing three sovereigns: Philip II Augustus, king of France, 
Richard I the Lion-Hearted (Coeur-de-Lion), king of England, and Frederick 
I Barbarossa, king of Germany, joined the movement. But in that crusade 
which began so brilliantly there was no general guiding idea. The participants 
in the crusade endeavored, first of all, to secure for themselves friendly rela- 
tions with the rulers of the countries through which they had to pass. Philip 
Augustus and Richard marched via Sicily, and therefore they had to be on 
good terms with the king of Sicily. Intending to go to the east through the 
Balkan peninsula, Frederick Barbarossa entered into negotiations with the 
king of Hungary, the Great Zupan of Serbia, the Emperor Isaac Angelus, and 
even with the sultan of Iconium in Asia Minor, Saladin’s enemy, a Muslim. 
Political combinations and concerns forbade the sovereign-crusader to regard 
his Muslim ally with pride or indifference. At the same time the Christians 
faced as their adversary no disunited Muslim forces, as they had before, but 
Saladin, victorious—especially after the taking of Jerusalem—talented and 
energetic, who had concentrated in his hands the forces of Egypt, Palestine, 
and Syria. On hearing of the projected crusade he appealed to the Muslims 
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for an energetic and untiring struggle against the Christians, these “barking 
dogs” and “foolish men,” as he designated them in a letter to his brother.?°* 
It was a kind of countercrusade against the Christians. A medieval legend 
relates that Saladin himself had, before this, made a tour of Europe in order 
to become acquainted with the position of different Christian countries.?* 
A modern historian stated, “No crusade had ever had before so clearly the 
character of a duel between Christianity and Islam.”?® 

Frederick Barbarossa passed safely through Hungary and, advancing 
through the Balkan peninsula, entered into negotiations with the Serbs and 
Bulgarians. For the success of his further advance, the question of what re- 
lations he could establish with Isaac Angelus was extremely important. 

Since the massacre of the Latins in Constantinople in 1182 relations between 
the Christian East and West had been strained. The friendly understanding 
of Frederick Barbarossa with the Normans, which had taken the form of the 
marriage of his son to the heiress of the Kingdom of Sicily, forced Isaac to 
regard him with still greater suspicion. Despite the treaty made at Nurnberg 
by an envoy of the Byzantine Emperor with Frederick before his departure 
for the crusade, Isaac Angelus opened negotiations with Saladin, against 
whom the crusade was being directed. Saladin’s envoys made their appearance 
at the court of Isaac. They made an alliance against the sultan of Iconium, 
by virtue of which Isaac, as far as he could, was to hinder Frederick from 
advancing to the East; at the same time Saladin promised to return the Holy 
Land to the Greeks. Isaac’s attitude toward Frederick was growing very 
doubtful. Frederick’s negotiations with the Serbs and Bulgarians, which had 
been clearly aimed against Byzantium, could not but alarm Isaac. 

Meanwhile the crusading army of Frederick occupied Philippopolis. In his 
message to the western Emperor, Isaac named him “the king of Alemannia”*”° 
and himself “the emperor of the Romans” ;?°7 he accused him of intending to 
conquer the eastern Empire, but promised to help him cross the Hellespont, 
if Frederick would give him noble German hostages and pledge himself to 
deliver him half of the land conquered by the Germans in Asia. The German 
ambassadors who were in Constantinople were imprisoned. Matters came to 
such a pass that Frederick had already determined to conquer Constantinople 
and had written to his son Henry to assemble the fleet in Italy and to obtain 
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from the pope the preaching of a crusade against the Greeks. Meanwhile, 
after the taking of Hadrianople, Frederick’s troops occupied Thrace, almost 
as far as the very walls of Constantinople. A source said, “the whole city of 
Constantinople is shivering with fright thinking that its destruction and the 
extermination of its population are near.”*°° 

At that critical moment Isaac yielded. He made peace with Frederick at 
Hadrianople, and the chief conditions were: Isaac provided the vessels for 
transferring Frederick’s troops across the Hellespont into Asia Minor, de- 
livered him hostages, and promised to supply the crusaders with food. In the 
spring, 1190, the German army crossed the Hellespont. 

Frederick’s expedition is known to have ended in complete failure. After 
an exhausting march through Asia Minor the crusading army reached the 
limits of the state of Armenia Minor, in Cilicia. There, in 1190, the Emperor 
was, by mere accident, drowned in a river; thereupon his army was dispersed. 
In Frederick the most dangerous adversary of Saladin passed away. 

The expedition of the two other west European sovereigns, Philip II 
Augustus and Richard I the Lion-Hearted, who had gone to Palestine from 
Sicily by sea, encroached upon the interests of Byzantium much less. How- 
ever, with the name of Richard is closely connected the problem of Byzan- 
tium’s definite loss of the island of Cyprus, which was an important strategic 
point in the eastern part of the Mediterranean. 

During the tyranny of Andronicus I, Isaac Comnenus had seceded from 
the Empire, proclaimed himself independent ruler of Cyprus, and entered 
into an agreement with the king of Sicily. Isaac Angelus’ attempt to regain 
the island had ended in failure. During his expedition to the East Richard 
the Lion-Hearted was irritated by the attitude of the ruler of Cyprus towards 
the vessels bearing Richard’s sister and bride, which had been wrecked off the 
shores of the island. Then Richard landed at Cyprus and, after Isaac Com- 
nenus’ defeat and deposition, handed over the island to Guy de Lusignan, 
ex-king of Jerusalem. In 1192 the latter became ruler of Cyprus and founded 
there the dynasty of the Lusignans, giving up his illusive rights to the King- 
dom of Jerusalem, which at that time did not belong to the Christians. It 
seemed that the new Latin state in Cyprus should play a very important role 
as a strategic basis of operation for the future Christian enterprises in the 
East. 

The crusade accomplished nothing. Without having obtained any result 
both the sovereigns returned to Europe. Jerusalem remained in the power of 
the Muhammedans. The Christians preserved for themselves only a narrow 
shore strip, from Jaffa to Tyre. Saladin was master of the situation. 
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Henry VI and his eastern plans 


If the danger had been great for Byzantium under Frederick Barbarossa, 
it became still more threatening under his son and successor, Henry VI. The 
latter, filled with the Hohenstaufen idea of unrestricted power granted him 
by God, could not, for this reason alone, have a friendly attitude towards an- 
other emperor who claimed to possess the same absolute power, that is, the 
Emperor of Byzantium. But besides that, he inherited, as the husband of the 
Norman princess Constance, the Kingdom of the Two Sicilies; therewith he 
inherited also the whole stubborn enmity of the Normans for Byzantium, and 
their aggressive plans. It seemed left for Henry VI to carry out what his father 
had not done, namely to annex Byzantium to the Western Empire. A sort 
of ultimatum was sent to Constantinople. In it Henry reclaimed from Isaac 
Angelus the cession of the territory in the Balkan peninsula between Dyr- 
rachium and Thessalonica, which had been conquered by the Normans but 
later restored to Byzantium; in the same document the question was raised 
of compensation for the damages which Frederick Barbarossa had suffered 
during the crusade and of help for Henry by the Byzantine fleet in his ex- 
pedition to Palestine.?°° Isaac had scarcely sent Henry an embassy when in 
1195, he was dethroned and blinded by his brother, Alexius III. 

After this revolution the conduct of Henry VI became still more threaten- 
ing. He arranged the marriage of his brother Philip of Swabia to Irene, 
daughter of the deposed Emperor Isaac, and thereby created for his brother 
some rights to Byzantium. In the person of Henry VI the new Byzantine 
Emperor “was to fear not only the Western Emperor, the heir of the Norman 
kings and crusader, but also, first of all, an avenger in behalf of the dethroned 
Isaac and his family.”?!° The objective of the crusade which was being fitted 
out by Henry was as much Constantinople as Palestine. His plans embraced 
the possession of all the Christian East, including Byzantium. Circumstances 
seemed to be favorable to his aim: an embassy from the ruler of Cyprus came 
to Henry begging the Emperor to confer upon him the royal title and express- 
ing the desire to be “forever a man (i.¢., vassal) of the Roman Empire” 
(homo imperii esse Romani).?*! The ruler of Armenia Minor applied to 
Henry with a similar request for the royal title. Had Henry succeeded in es- 
tablishing himself in Syria, he would have been able entirely to surround the 
Byzantine Empire. 

At this critical moment the pope took the side of Byzantium. He understood 
very well that, if the dream of the Hohenstaufens of a universal monarchy, 
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including Byzantium, should be realized, the papacy would be doomed to 
permanent impotence. Therefore the pope exerted himself to the utmost to 
restrain Henry from his offensive plans against the Eastern Empire; the schis- 
matic belief of the Byzantine Emperor seems not to have alarmed the successor 
of St. Peter. Perhaps for the first time in history, as Norden suggested, the 
Greek problem almost entirely lost for the papacy its religious character and 
presented itself as exclusively political. “What would a spiritual victory 
signify for the curia if it were to be bought at the price of the political liquida- 
tion of the Papacy!” To the papacy it seemed a secondary question whether 
Byzantium, as a buffer state against western imperialism, would be a Catholic 
or schismatic state, whether a legitimate Greek emperor or a usurper would 
sit on the Byzantine throne; to the papacy of the end of the twelfth century 
the principal thing was that the Byzantine state should preserve its inde- 
pendence intact.??? 

Meanwhile Henry sent a threatening message to Alexius III, similar to that 
which had been sent before to Isaac. Alexius could buy peace only by paying 
to Henry an enormous amount of money; for that purpose Alexius introduced 
in the whole state a special tax, which was called “Alamanian” (d\apavexov) 
and took off precious ornaments from the imperial tombs.”** Only by such 
humiliation did he succeed in buying peace from his terrible adversary. At the 
end of the summer of 1197 Henry arrived at Messina in order to attend per- 
sonally the setting out of the crusade. An enormous fleet had been assembled, 
which had perhaps as its aim not the Holy Land, but Constantinople. But 
just at that moment the young and vigorous Henry fell ill with fever and died 
in the autumn of the same year, 1197. With Henry’s death his ambitious plans 
broke down; for the second time within a brief period the East escaped the 
Hohenstaufens. Byzantium met the news of Henry’s death and the release 
from the “Alamanian tax” with great joy. The pope also breathed a sigh of 
relief. 

Henry’s activity, which showed the complete triumph of political ideas in 
crusading enterprises, had a very important significance for the future des- 
tinies of Byzantium. “Henry raised definitely the problem of the Byzantine 
Empire, the solution of which was soon to become a preliminary condition of 
the success of the crusades.”?** 

That Henry VI dreamed of a world monarchy and of the conquest of Con- 
stantinople is now absolutely denied by some historians, who point out that 
such a statement is based only on the authority of a Byzantine historian of 
that epoch, Nicetas Choniates, and that the western sources afford no evidence 
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for it. These writers contend that the statement emphasized by Norden, whom 
Bréhier followed, is not authentic; they believe that in 1196 Henry had no 
serious thought of any attack on Byzantium; that Henry’s crusade had noth- 
ing to do with the Byzantine policy, and that the foundation of a world mon- 
archy by Henry is to be referred to the realm of fables.??° But one cannot re- 
ject the evidence of the contemporary Nicetas Choniates, who made a clear 
statement of Henry’s aggressive plans against Byzantium. Such a policy, 
moreover, was an immediate continuation and result of that of his father, 
Frederick Barbarossa; in the course of the Third Crusade Frederick had been 
on the point of seizing Constantinople.?!* Therefore the policy of Henry 
VI was not only the policy of a crusader, but also the policy of a man ab- 
sorbed in the illusive idea of creating a world monarchy in which Byzantium 
was to become the most important part. 


The Fourth Crusade and Byzantium 


The Fourth Crusade is an extremely complicated historical phenomenon in 
which the most various interests and emotions are reflected; lofty religious 
emotion, hope of reward in the life to come, craving for spiritual action, and 
devotion to the obligations which had been undertaken in behalf of the 
crusade were mingled with the desire for adventure and gain, inclination for 
traveling, and the feudal custom of spending life in war. The domination of 
material interests and worldly feelings over spiritual and religious emotions, 
which had already been felt in previous crusades, was particularly evident in 
the Fourth Crusade; this was demonstrated in the taking of Constantinople 
by the crusaders in 1204 and the foundation of the Latin Empire. 

At the end of the twelfth century, and especially in the epoch of Henry 
VI, the German influence was preponderant in Italy, and Henry’s eastern 
plans threatened danger to the Eastern Empire. After his sudden death cir- 
cumstances changed. The new pope elected in 1198, the famous Innocent III, 
turned his attention to restoring in full the papal authority, which had been 
undermined by the policy of the German sovereigns, and to putting himself 
at the head of the Christian movement against Islam. Italy stood on the side 
of the pope in his struggle with the German influence. Seeing the chief foe 
of the papacy and Italy in the Hohenstaufens, the pope began to support in 
Germany Otto of Brunswick, elected king by a portion of Germany against 
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Philip Hohenstaufen of Swabia, brother of the late Henry VI. A very good 
opportunity seemed presented to the Byzantine Empire to carry out the plans 
of the Comneni to replace the German world state by a similar Byzantine 
world state. With this in mind, probably, the Emperor Alexius III wrote 
Innocent III in the year of the latter’s election to the papal throne: “We 
are the only two world powers: the single Roman Church and the single 
Empire of the successors of Justinian; therefore we must unite and endeavor 
to prevent a new increase in the power of the western emperor, our rival.”?*" 
In reality, the complicated situation of Byzantium, both external and internal, 
left no hope for the success of such ambitious plans. 

But Innocent III did not want to see the eastern emperor a schismatic; he 
opened negotiations for union. These progressed slowly, for in one of his 
letters to Alexius the irritated pope threatened, in case of resistance, to sup- 
port the right to the Byzantine throne of the family of the dethroned and 
blinded Isaac,?** whose daughter had been married to the German king, 
Philip of Swabia; probably the pope did not mean to carry out his threat. 
Alexius III, however, did not consent to his proposal of union, and in one 
of his letters he even brought forward the statement that the imperial power 
was higher than the spiritual.?*” Thereupon relations between Byzantium 
and Rome became somewhat strained. 

While carrying on negotiations with Constantinople and subtle diplomatic 
propaganda in Germany, Innocent III was exerting extraordinary activity in 
organizing a general crusade in which western and eastern Christianities 
should be fused together in order to reach the common aim—the liberation 
of the Holy Land from the hands of the infidel. Papal messages were sent 
to all the Christian sovereigns; the papal legates were traveling over Europe 
and promising the participants in the crusade the remission of their sins and 
many worldly practical advantages; eloquent preachers were encouraging the 
masses. In a letter Innocent III described the sad conditions of the Holy Land 
and expressed his anger against the sovereigns and princes of his epoch who 
were devoting their time to pleasures and petty quarrels; he described what 
the Muslims, whom the pope named in his letter pagans, think and say about 
the Christians. The pope wrote: 

Our enemies insult us and say, “Where is your God who can free from our hands 
neither Himself nor you? We have polluted your sanctuaries, put forth our hands 
against the objects of your adoration, and violently attacked the Holy Land. In 


spite of you we keep in our hands your fathers’ cradle of superstition. We have re- 
duced and broken the spears of the French, the efforts of the English, the vigour 
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of the Germans, the heroism of the Spaniards. What has all this valor which you 
sent against us accomplished? Where is your God? Let Him rise and help you! 
Let Him show how He protects you and Himself! ... We have no more to do 
except, after the extermination of the defenders left by you for the protection of 
the country, to fall upon your own land in order to eradicate your name and the 
remembrance of you.” What may we reply to such aggressions? How may we 
refute their insults? Indeed, that which they say is partly the very truth. ... 
When the pagans display their anger with impunity in the whole country, the 
Christians do not dare any more to go out of their cities. They cannot even stay 
in them without shuddering. The sword [of the infidel] waits for them without; 
within they are torpid from fear.??° 


None of the principal west European sovereigns answered the call of Inno- 
cent III. Philip II Augustus of France had been excommunicated by the 
Church for his divorce from his wife; John Lackland of England who had 
just ascended the throne, had first of all to establish himself there and was 
absorbed in a stubborn strife with the barons; finally, in Germany a struggle 
for the throne burst out between Otto of Brunswick and Philip of Swabia, 
so that neither of them could leave the country. Alone among sovereigns the 
king of Hungary took the cross. But the choicest of the western knights, 
particularly of northern France, took part in the crusade. Thibault, count of 
Champagne, Baldwin of Flanders, Louis of Blois, and many others assumed 
the cross. The crusading army was composed of French, Flemish, English, 
Germans, and Sicilians. 

But the central figure of the crusade was the doge of Venice, Enrico Dan- 
dolo, a typical Venetian in mind and character. Although on his accession 
to the throne he was already eighty years of age, if not more, he resembled 
a young man by his powerful energy, devoted patriotism, and clear under- 
standing of the most important purposes of Venice, especially of her economic 
aims. When the majesty, welfare, and benefit of the Republic of St. Mark were 
involved, Dandolo had no scruples regarding the means. Possessing the art 
of dealing with men, as well as extraordinary will power and circumspection, 
he was a remarkable statesman, an ingenious diplomat, and, at the same time, 
an expert economist.?7* 

At the beginning of the Fourth Crusade, the relations between Byzantium 
and Venice were not particularly friendly. A legend relates that, about thirty 
years before, Dandolo, during his stay in Constantinople as a hostage, had 
been treacherously blinded by the Greeks by means of a concave mirror which 
strongly reflected the rays of the sun; this circumstance was the cause of 
Dandolo’s deep hatred of Byzantium. Of course, the mutual distrust and 
rivalry of Byzantium and Venice were founded upon deeper reasons. Dandolo 
realized perfectly well what an inexhaustible mine of rich resources was the 
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Fast in general, Christian and Muhammedan, for the economic development 
of the Republic; he turned his attention first of all to his nearest rival, By- 
zantium. He demanded that all the commercial privileges which had been 
obtained by Venice in Byzantium and had been somewhat curtailed under 
the last Comneni, beginning with Manuel, should be restored in full measure. 
Dandolo had chiefly in view the arrest of the Venetian merchants and the 
seizure of their ships and confiscation of their property under Manuel, as 
well as the massacre of the Latins in 1182. The Doge could not at all approve, 
after many years of Venetian trade monopoly in the Eastern Empire, the 
according of trade privileges to other Italian cities, Pisa and Genoa, whereby 
the Venetian commercial prosperity was considerably undermined. Gradually, 
in the mind of the keenly discerning and clever Dandolo, a plan was ripening 
to conquer Byzantium in order to secure definitely the Oriental market for 
Venice. Like Innocent III, Dandolo menaced Alexius III with supporting 
the rights of the family of the deposed and blinded Isaac Angelus to the 
Byzantine throne. 

Thus, in the preparations for the Fourth Crusade, two men were of first 
importance: Pope Innocent III, as a representative of the spiritual element in 
the crusade sincerely wished to take the Holy Land from the hands of the 
Muhammedans and was absorbed in the idea of union; and the Doge Enrico 
Dandolo, as a representative of the secular, earthly element, put first material, 
commercial purposes. Two other men exercised considerable influence upon 
the course of the crusade: the Byzantine prince Alexius, son of the dethroned 
Isaac Angelus, who had escaped from Constantinople to the West, and Philip 
of Swabia, of Germany, who had married a daughter of Isaac Angelus, the 
sister of the prince Alexius. 

Thibaut, count of Champagne, was elected the head of the crusading army. 
Beloved and highly esteemed by all, he was an animating force in the enter- 
prise. But unfortunately Thibaut suddenly died before the crusade started. 
The crusaders, deprived of their leader, elected a new head in the person of 
Boniface, marquis of Montferrat. The leading role in the crusade passed, 
therefore, from a Frenchman to an Italian prince. 

At that time Palestine belonged to the Egyptian dynasty of the Ayyoubids, 
among whom, at the end of the twelfth century, after the death of the famous 
Saladin (March, 1193), troubles and strife broke out. These circumstances 
seemed to facilitate the crusaders’ task. Toward the beginning of the Fourth 
Crusade, in Syria and Palestine there remained in the hands of the Christians 
two important industrial centers, Antioch and Tripoli, and a coast fortress, 
Acre (Acra, Saint-Jean-d’Acre). 

The crusaders had to assemble at Venice which, for a certain sum, offered to 
transport them on its vessels to the East. The nearest objective of the crusade 
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was Egypt, under whose power Palestine was at that time; it was intended 
to conquer Egypt at first, and then, with that advantage, to obtain from the 
Muslims the restoration of Palestine. Venice, however, did not wish to start 
transporting the crusaders until the sum agreed upon should be paid in full. 
The sum not being forthcoming, the crusaders were finally obliged to agree 
to the Doge’s proposal that they should help him to reconquer the city of 
Zara (Zadr), situated on the Dalmatian shores of the Adriatic, which had 
recently seceded from Venice and passed over to the king of Hungary. He 
had taken the cross; nevertheless the crusaders consented to the Doge’s pro- 
posal and sailed towards Zara, a city which was to participate in the crusade. 
Thus, the crusade fitted out against the infidel began with a siege by cru- 
saders of a city where crusaders lived. In spite of the indignant protests of 
the pope and his threats to excommunicate the crusading army, the crusaders 
attacked Zara, took it by storm for Venice, and destroyed it. The crucifixes 
exposed by the inhabitants of the city upon the walls did not deter the as- 
sailants. A historian exclaimed, “A beautiful starting for a crusade!”??* The 
Zara case dealt a heavy blow to the crusaders’ prestige, but gave Dandolo 
the right to celebrate his first victory in the crusade. 

When the pope learned of the taking of Zara and heard the complaints 
of the king of Hungary against the allies, that is to say, the crusaders and 
Venetians, he excommunicated them. Innocent wrote the crusaders: “Instead 
of reaching the Promised Land, you thirsted for the blood of your brethren. 
Satan, the universal tempter, has deceived you. . . . The inhabitants of Zara 
hang crucifixes upon the walls. In spite of the Crucified you have stormed 
the city and forced it to surrender. . . . Under fear of anathema, halt in this 
matter of destruction and restore to the envoys of the king of Hungary all 
which has been taken away from them. If you will not, know that you are 
falling under excommunication and will be deprived of the privileges granted 
all the crusaders.”??* 

The threats of the pope and his excommunication produced no effect upon 
the Venetians. But the crusaders—the so-called “Francs”—exerted themselves 
to the utmost to have the papal excommunication raised. Finally, the pope, 
having pity upon them, raised the excommunication, but left the Venetians 
under the ban. He did not, however, definitely forbid the pardoned crusaders 
to associate with the excommunicated Venetians. They continued to act 
together. 

During the siege and surrender of Zara a new personality makes his ap- 
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pearance in the history of the Fourth Crusade—the Byzantine prince Alexius 
Angelus, son of the dethroned and blinded Isaac. Alexius had escaped from 
prison and fled to the West in order to obtain help for restoring the throne 
to his unfortunate father. After a fruitless meeting with the pope in Rome, 
the prince went to the north, to Germany, to his brother-in-law Philip of 
Swabia, who had married Irene, Alexius’ sister and Isaac’s daughter. Irene 
begged her husband to help her brother, who, “without shelter and father- 
land, was traveling like the floating stars and had nothing with him but his 
own body.”?** Philip, who was at that time absorbed in his struggle with 
Otto of Brunswick, was unable to support Alexius effectively, but he sent 
an embassy to Zara begging Venice and the crusaders to help Isaac and his 
son by restoring them to the Byzantine throne. For that aid Alexius promised 
to subordinate Byzantium to Rome as far as religion was concerned, to pay 
a large amount of money, and, after restoring his father to the throne, to take 
a personal part in the crusade. 

Thus was raised the question of the possibility of completely changing the 
crusade in direction and character. Doge Dandolo immediately realized all 
the advantages of Philip’s proposal for Venice. The chief role in the expedition 
against Constantinople and in restoring the dethroned Isaac to the throne 
opened wide horizons to the Doge. For some time the crusaders did not 
consent to the proposed change and demanded that the crusade should not 
be averted from its original aim. But, finally, both sides came to an agreement. 

Most of the crusaders determined to participate in the expedition upon Con- 
stantinople, but on condition that after a short stay there they go to Egypt, 
as had been formerly planned. Thus, a treaty of the conquest of Constantinople 
was concluded between Venice and the crusaders at Zara. The prince Alexius 
himself came into the camp at Zara. In May, 1203, the fleet with Dandolo, 
Boniface of Montferrat, and the Prince Alexius sailed from Zara and a month 
after made its appearance before Constantinople. 

A Russian chronicle of Novgorod, in which is preserved a detailed account, 
not yet sufficiently studied, of the Fourth Crusade, the taking of Constanti- 
nople by the crusaders, and the foundation of the Latin Empire, remarks, “The 
Franks and all their chiefs have loved the gold and silver which the son of 
Isaac has promised them, and have forgotten the precepts of the Emperor and 
Pope.”??5 Thus, the Russian point of view holds the crusaders blameworthy 
for their deviation from their original aim. The most recent investigator of 
the account of Novgorod, P. Bizilli, considered it very important and said 
that it gives a special theory explaining the crusade upon Byzantium which 
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no west European source mentions, namely that “that crusade was decided 
by the Pope and Philip of Swabia together.”?”° 

Many scholars have devoted much attention to the problem of the Fourth 
Crusade. Their chief attention has been turned to the causes of the change 
of direction of the crusade. One party of scholars explained the whole unusual 
course of the crusading enterprise by accidental circumstances and were the 
followers of the so-called “theory of accidents.” An opposing group of scholars 
saw the cause of the change in the premeditated policy of Venice and Ger- 
many and became the partisans of the so-called “theory of premeditation.”**’ 

Until about 1860 no dispute on that problem had existed because all his- 
torians had depended mainly on the statements of the chief western source of 
the Fourth Crusade and a participant in it, the French historian Geoffrey de 
Villehardouin. In his exposition the events of the crusade progressed simply 
and accidentally: not having vessels, the crusaders hired them at Venice and 
therefore assembled there; after having hired the vessels they could not pay 
the Republic of St. Mark the full amount fixed and were forced to support 
the Venetians in their strife with Zara; then followed the coming of the 
prince Alexius, who inclined the crusaders against Byzantium. Thus, there 
was no question of any treason of Venice nor of any complicated political 
intrigue. 

In 1861, for the first time, a French scholar, Mas-Latrie, author of the very 
well-known history of the island of Cyprus, accused Venice, which had im- 
portant commercial interests in Egypt, of making a secret treaty with the 
sultan of Egypt and thereupon skillfully forcing the crusaders to abandon the 
original plan of the expedition upon Egypt and to sail against Byzantium.°** 
Then the German historian, Karl Hopf, seemed definitely to prove the treason 
of the Venetians towards the Christian task, stating that the treaty between 
Venice and the sultan of Egypt was concluded on the 13th of May, 1202.7° Al- 
though Hopf produced no text of the treaty and did not even indicate where 
this text was to be found, the authority of the German scholar was so great that 
many scholars adopted his standpoint without any doubt. But it was shown 
soon after that Hopf had no new document in his hands at all and that his 
date was quite arbitrary. A French scholar, Hanotaux, who a little later 
investigated this problem, refuted the theory of Venetian treason and, con- 
sequently, “the theory of premeditation.” But he thought that if the Venetians 
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were the chief instigators of the change of direction of the Fourth Crusade, 
they had obvious motives: the desire to subdue Zara, which had revolted; 
the wish to restore their candidate to the Byzantine throne, to revenge them- 
selves on Byzantium for the sympathy Alexius III had given the Pisans, and, 
possibly, the hope to obtain some profit, if the Empire fell to pieces.?°° The 
theory of Hopf at the present time is considered refuted. If the Venetians can 
be really accused of treason, they became traitors not because of a secret treaty 
with the Muslims, but exclusively because they had in view their commercial 
interests in the Byzantine Empire. 

But the followers of “the theory of premeditation” did not confine them- 
selves to the attempt to prove the fact of the treason of Venice. In 1875 a new 
motive was brought forward by a French scholar, Count de Riant, who tried 
to prove that the chief instigator of the change of direction of the Fourth 
Crusade was not Dandolo, but the king of Germany, Philip of Swabia, son- 
in-law of the deposed Isaac Angelus. In Germany a skillful political intrigue 
had been woven which was to direct the crusaders upon Constantinople. Boni- 
face of Montferrat fulfilled Philip’s plans in the East. In the change of direction 
of the crusade Riant sees one of the episodes of the long struggle between 
the papacy and the Empire.”** By his leading role in the crusade Philip humili- 
ated the pope and falsified his conception of the crusade; welcoming the 
restored Byzantine Emperor as an ally, Philip might hope to be successful 
in his strife with the pope and with his rival in Germany, Otto of Bruns- 
wick.”*? But a blow was struck to Riant’s theory by an investigation of 
Vasilievsky, who showed that the flight of the prince Alexius to the West took 
place not in the year 1201, as all the historians believed, but in 1202, so that 
for a complicated and long conceived political intrigue “Philip was left 
neither place nor time; thus the German intrigue may be proved as illusive 
as the Venetian.”*°* The accurate investigation of a Frenchman, Tessier, on 
the basis of examination of contemporary sources, refuted the theory of the 
German sovereign’s role and returned to the acknowledgment of the great 
significance of the narrative of Villehardouin, that is to say, to the prevailing 
standpoint before 1860, “the theory of accidents.” Tessier said that the Fourth 
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Crusade was a French crusade, and the conquest of Constantinople was an 
achievement neither Germanic nor Venetian, but ‘French.?** Of Riant’s pre- 
meditation theory there remains only the fact that Philip of Swabia took part 
in the change of direction of the crusade and, like Henry VI, claimed the 
Eastern Empire; but the sources do not justify affirming the existence of a 
leading and subtle plan on Philip’s part on which could depend the destiny 
of the whole Fourth Crusade. 

At the end of the nineteenth century a German historian, W. Norden, defi- 
nitely refuting “the theory of premeditation” and agreeing essentially with 
“the theory of accidents,” endeavored to investigate the latter more deeply, 
discussed the problem of the Fourth Crusade in the light of the political, 
economic, and religious relations between the West and East, and tried to 
elucidate the inner connection between the Fourth Crusade and the history 
of the previous hundred and fifty years.?*° 

To sum up: in the complicated history of the Fourth Crusade there were 
in action various forces originating in the motives of the pope, Venice, and 
the German king in the West, as well as forces originating in the external and 
internal conditions of Byzantium in the East. The interplay of these forces 
created an exceedingly complex phenomenon which is not entirely clear, in 
some details, even at the present day. “This,” said the French historian Lu- 
chaire, “will never be known, and science has something better to do than 
interminably to discuss an insoluble problem.”?*° Grégoire has recently even 
gone so far as to proclaim that “there is really no problem of the Fourth 
Crusade.”?47 

But among all the plans, hopes, and complications it remains clear that 
over all prevailed the firm will of Dandolo and his unyielding determination 
to develop the trade activity of Venice, to which the possession of the eastern 
markets promised limitless wealth and a brilliant future. Moreover, Dandolo 
was greatly alarmed by the growing economic power of Genoa, which at that 
time, in the Near East in general and in Constantinople in particular, began 
to gain a strong foothold. The economic competition between Venice and 
Genoa must also be taken into consideration when the problem of the Fourth 
Crusade is discussed.?** Finally the unpaid debt of Byzantium to Venice for 
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the Venetian property seized by Manuel Comnenus may also have had some- 
thing to do with the diversion of the Fourth Crusade.?*° 

At the end of June, 1203, the crusading fleet appeared before Constanti- 
nople, which at that time, in the eyes of western Europe, said Nicetas Chon- 
iates, “looked perfectly like Sybaris, which was well known for its effemi- 
nacy.”?*° A participant in the crusade, the French writer Villehardouin, de- 
scribed the deep impression produced upon the crusaders by the view of the 
Byzantine capital: 


Now you may imagine that those who had never before seen Constantinople 
looked upon it very earnestly, for they never thought there could be in all the 
world so rich a city, when they saw the high walls and magnificent towers that en- 
closed it round about, the rich palaces and mighty churches, of which there were 
so many that no one would have believed it who had not seen it with his own 
eyes,—and the height and length of that city which above all others was sovereign. 
And be it known to you that no man there was of such sturdy courage but his flesh 
trembled; and it was no wonder, for never was so great an enterprise undertaken 
by anyone since the creation of the world.?*! 


It seemed probable that the fortified capital could successfully resist the 
crusaders, who were not very numerous. But the latter, having landed on the 
European shore and taken the suburb of Galata, on the left bank of the 
Golden Horn, forced the iron chain which protected the entrance into it, 
penetrated the Golden Horn and burned a great number of the Byzantine 
vessels. At the same time the knights stormed the city itself. In spite of a 
desperate resistance, particularly by the mercenary Varangian troops, the cru- 
saders, in July, took possession of the city. Alexius III, having neither energy 
nor will power, abandoned the capital and fled, taking with him the public 
treasure and jewels. Isaac II was released from prison and restored to his 
throne; his son, the prince Alexius, who had arrived with the crusaders, was 
proclaimed his co-regent (Alexius IV). This first siege and first taking of 
Constantinople by the crusaders was in order to restore Isaac II upon the 
throne. 

Having placed Isaac on the throne, the crusaders, with Dandolo at their 
head, demanded from the Emperor’s son the fulfillment of the promises 
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which he had made, that is to say, that he should pay them a large sum of 
money and start with them to the crusade, for the western knights were al- 
ready insisting that they should set off. Alexius IV urged the crusaders not 
to stay in Constantinople, but to pitch their camp outside, in its suburb, and, 
unable to pay the whole amount, besought them to grant him a respite. This 
led to strained relations between the Latins and Greeks. In the city itself, 
meanwhile, the population grew discontented with the policy of the Em- 
perors, whom they accused of having betrayed the Empire to the crusaders. 
An insurrection burst out. The son-in-law of the Emperor Alexius III, the 
ambitious Alexius Ducas Mourtzouphlos, was proclaimed Emperor at the 
beginning of 1204; Isaac II and Alexius IV were deposed. Isaac died very 
soon in prison, and Alexius IV, by order of Mourtzouphlos, was strangled. 

Mourtzouphlos, known as the Emperor Alexius V, was a nominee of the 
national party, which was hostile to the crusaders. The crusaders had no re- 
lations with him, and after the death of Isaac and Alexius they considered 
themselves completely free from any obligation towards Byzantium. Conflict 
between the Greeks and crusaders was unavoidable. The crusaders began to 
discuss the plan of taking Constantinople for themselves. In March of the 
same year, 1204, a treaty between Venice and the crusaders concerning the 
division of the Empire after the conquest was elaborated and concluded. The 
first words of the treaty were impressive: “Calling upon the name of Christ, 
we must conquer the city with the armed hand!”?** The chief points of the 
treaty were as follows: in the captured city the Latin government was to be 
established; the allies were to share in the booty of Constantinople according 
to agreement; then a committee formed of six Venetians and six Frenchmen 
was to elect as emperor that man who, in their opinion, could best govern 
the country “to the glory of God and the Holy Roman Church and Empire”; 
to the Emperor was to be assigned a quarter of the conquered territory within 
the capital and without, as well as two palaces in the capital; the other three- 
quarters of the conquered territory were to be divided, half for Venice, the 
rest for the other crusaders; the possession of St. Sophia and the election of a 
patriarch were to be left to the side which did not provide the Emperor; all 
the crusaders who received possessions large or small were to take feudal 
oath to the Emperor; only the Doge Dandolo was to be exempted from this 
oath.?** This was the basis upon which the future Latin Empire was to be 
established. 

Having agreed upon these conditions for the partition of the Empire the 
crusaders devoted themselves to the task of taking Constantinople, storming 
it by land and sea. For some days the capital stubbornly defended itself. 
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Finally arrived the fatal day, the 13th of April, 1204, when the crusaders 
succeeded in taking possession of Constantinople. The Emperor Alexius V 
Ducas Mourtzouphlos, fearing to be caught and “to fall into the teeth of the 
Latins as a tidbit or dessert,”*** fled. Constantinople passed into the hands of 
the crusaders. The capital of the Byzantine Empire “fell when assailed by that 
criminal filibustering expedition, the Fourth Crusade.”?*° 

Taking up the narration of the events of this period, Nicetas Choniates 
wrote: “What a state of mind must, naturally, be his who will narrate the 
public disasters which have befallen this queen of cities [Constantinople] in 
the reign of the earthly angels [ Angeli] !”?*° 

After the taking of the city, for three days, the Latins treated the city with 
appalling cruelty and pillaged everything which had been collected in Con- 
stantinople for many centuries. Neither churches, nor relics, nor monuments 
of art, nor private possessions were spared or respected. The western knights 
and their soldiers, as well as the Latin monks and abbots, took part in the 
pillaging. 

Nicetas Choniates, an eyewitness of the capture of Constantinople, gives a 
striking picture of appalling sacking, violation, sacrilege, and ruin effected by 
the crusaders in the capital of the Empire; even the Muhammedans had been 
more merciful towards the Christians after the capture of Jerusalem than 
these men who claimed to be soldiers of Christ.?*7 Another stirring descrip- 
tion of the sack of Constantinople by the crusaders, was given by another 
eyewitness, Nicholas Mesarites, metropolitan of Ephesus, in his funeral ora- 
tion on the occasion of the death of his elder brother.?*® 

In those three days when the crusaders were allowed to pillage Constanti- 
nople, a mass of precious monuments of art perished; many libraries were 
plundered; manuscripts were destroyed. St. Sophia was mercilessly robbed. 
The contemporary Villehardouin observed: “Since the world was created, 
never had so much booty been won in any city!”*4® A Russian chronicle of 
Novgorod describes in particular detail the scenes of pillage in churches and 
monasteries.?®° The disaster of 1204 is also mentioned in Russian “chronogra- 
phies.”?°* 

The spoils were collected and divided among the Latins, both laymen and 
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ecclesiastics. After this crusade the whole of western Europe became enriched 
with the treasures exported from Constantinople; most of the western Euro- 
pean churches received something from “the holy relics” of Constantinople.**? 
The greater part of the relics, which were in the monasteries of France, 
perished during the French Revolution. The four bronze horses of antique 
work which had served as one of the best ornaments of the Constantinopolitan 
Hippodrome were carried away by Dandolo to Venice, where they ornament 
today the portal of the cathedral of St. Mark. 

Nicetas Choniates, in an eloquent lament, described and mourned the 
ruin of the city, imitating the Biblical lamentation of the Hebrew prophet, 
Jeremiah, and the Psalms. The Byzantine lamentation begins: “Oh, city, city, 
eye of all cities, subject of narratives over all the world, spectacle above the 
world, supporter of churches, leader of faith, guide of orthodoxy, protector 
of education, abode of all good! Thou hast drunk to the dregs the cup of the 
anger of the Lord and hast been visited with fire fiercer than that which in 
days of yore descended upon the five cities (Pentapolis).”*°* Meanwhile, the 
difficult task of organizing the captured territory confronted the conquerors. 
They decided to establish an empire like that which had existed before. The 
question of the selection of the emperor arose. One man seemed destined to 
occupy the throne—the leader of the crusade, Marquis Boniface of Mont- 
ferrat. But Dandolo seems to have opposed his candidacy; he judged Boniface 
too powerful and his possessions situated too near Venice. Accordingly Boni- 
face was passed over. Dandolo himself as doge of the Republic of Venice did 
not pretend to the imperial crown. The electoral college assembled to elect 
the new emperor and fixed its choice, not without the influence of Dandolo, 
on Baldwin, count of Flanders, more distant from Venice and less powerful 
than Boniface. He was duly elected Emperor and was crowned in St. Sophia 
with great pomp. 

At the time of Baldwin’s ascension to the throne three Greek rulers were 
living: the two Emperors, Alexius III Angelus and Alexius V Ducas Mourt- 
zouphlos, and Theodore Lascaris, who was then still the despot of Nicaea. 
Baldwin succeeded in conquering the partisans of the two Emperors; the 
relations of the Latin Empire to Theodore Lascaris, who founded an empire 
at Nicaea, belongs to a later chapter. 

After the election of the Emperor the next problem was how to divide the 
conquered territory among the participants in the crusade. “The sharing of 
Romania” (Partitio Romanie), as the Latins and Greeks often called the 
Eastern Empire, was carried out, generally speaking, upon the basis of the 
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conditions established in March, 1204.7°* Constantinople was divided between 
Baldwin and Dandolo, so that the Emperor received five-eighths of the city, 
and the Doge the other three-eighths and St. Sophia. Besides five-eighths of the 
capital, Baldwin was awarded the territory of southern Thrace and a small 
part of northwestern Asia Minor adjoining the Bosphorus, the Sea of Mar- 
mora, and the Hellespont; some of the larger islands of the Aegean (Archipe- 
lago), for example, Lesbos, Chios, Samos, and some others, were also assigned 
to him. Thus, both shores of the Bosphorus and Hellespont came under the 
power of Baldwin. 

Boniface of Montferrat as compensation for having missed the imperial 
crown was promised some possessions in Asia Minor, but he actually received 
Thessalonica with the surrounding territory in Macedonia and the north of 
Thessaly, forming the Kingdom of Thessalonica, which he held as Baldwin’s 
vassal. 

Venice secured the lion’s share of the partition of Romania. The Republic 
of St. Mark received some points on the Adriatic shore, for example, Dyr- 
rachium, the Ionian islands, the greater part of the islands of the Aegean, 
some places in the Peloponnesus, the island of Crete, some seaports in Thrace, 
with Gallipoli on the Hellespont, and some territory in the interior of Thrace. 
Dandolo assumed the Byzantine title of “Despot,” was released from paying 
homage to the Emperor, and styled himself “lord of the fourth and a half of 
all the Empire of Romania,” that is to say, of three-eighths (quartae partis et 
dimidiae totius imperii Romanie dominator) ; this title was used by the doges 
until the middle of the fourteenth century. According to the treaty, the 
Church of St. Sophia was delivered into the hands of the Venetian clergy, 
and a Venetian, Thomas Morosini, was raised to the patriarchate and became 
the head of the Catholic church in the new Empire. A Byzantine historian, 
Nicetas Choniates, a strong partisan of the Greek Orthodox church, gave 
in his history a very unfavorable portrait of Thomas Morosini.”*° 

It is clear that, owing to the acquisitions made by Venice, the new Empire 
was very weak compared with the powerful Republic, whose position in the 
East became commanding. The best part of the Byzantine possessions passed 
into the hands of the Republic of St. Mark, the best harbors, the most im- 
portant strategic points, and many fertile territories; the whole maritime way 
from Venice to Constantinople was in the power of the Republic. The Fourth 
Crusade, which had created “the Colonial Empire” of Venice in the East, gave 
the Republic innumerable commercial advantages and raised her to the pin- 
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nacle of her political and economic power. It was a complete victory for the 
able, thoughtfully pondered, and egoistically patriotic policy of Doge Dan- 
dolo. 

The Latin Empire was founded on the feudal basis. The conquered territory 
was divided by the Emperor into a great number of larger or smaller fiefs, for 
the possession of which the western knights were obliged to take vassal oath 
to the Latin Emperor of Constantinople. 

Boniface of Montferrat, king of Thessalonica, marched through Thessaly 
southward into Greece, and conquered Athens. In the Middle Ages, Athens 
was a half-forgotten provincial city where upon the Acropolis, in the ancient 
Parthenon, an Orthodox cathedral in honor of the Virgin Mary was located. 
At the time of the Latin conquest, at the beginning of the thirteenth century, 
the famous Michael Acominatus (Choniates) had been archbishop of Athens 
for about thirty years. Michael left a rich literary inheritance in speeches, 
poetry, and letters, which gives good information on the internal history 
of the Empire under the Comneni and Angeli, as well as on the conditions of 
Attica and Athens in the Middle Ages. Those provinces are represented in 
Michael’s works in a very dark aspect, with barbarian population, perhaps 
partly Slavonic, with barbarian language round about Athens, with Attica 
desolate, and its population poor. “Having stayed a long time at Athens | 
have become barbarian,” wrote Michael and compared the city of Pericles 
to Tartarus.”°° An assiduous protector of medieval Athens who had devoted 
much time and work to his poor flock, Michael, judging it impossible to 
resist the troops of Boniface, abandoned his seat and spent the rest of his life 
in solitude on one of the islands close to the shores of Attica. The Latins con- 
quered Athens, which, with Thebes, was transmitted by Boniface to a Bur- 
gundian knight, Othon de la Roche, who assumed the title of the Duke of 
Athens and Thebes (dux Athenarum atque Thebarum). The cathedral upon 
the Acropolis passed into the hands of the Latin clergy. 

While the Duchy of Athens and Thebes was founded in central Greece, 
in southern Greece, that is to say, in the ancient Peloponnesus, which was at 
that time often called Morea, a name whose etymological origin is not clear, 
was formed the Principality of Achaia, which was organized by the French. 

Geoffrey de Villehardouin, nephew of the famous historian, was off the 
shore of Syria when he learned of the taking of Constantinople by the cru- 
saders; he hastened thither, but he was driven by stress of weather upon the 
southern shores of the Peloponnesus. He landed there and conquered a part 
of the country. But feeling that he could not maintain himself with merely 
his own forces, he asked help from the king of Thessalonica, Boniface, who 
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at that time was in Attica. The latter granted the right of conquering Morea 
to one of his knights, a Frenchman, William de Champlitte, from the family 
of the counts of Champagne. In the course of two years he and Villehardouin 
subdued the whole country. Thus, at the beginning of the thirteenth century, 
the Byzantine Peloponnesus was converted into the French Principality of 
Achaia, with Prince William at the head of its government; it was divided 
into twelve baronies and received the western European feudal organization. 
After William, the princely power passed over to the house of the Ville- 
hardouins. The court of the prince of Achaia was marked by its brilliancy 
and “seemed larger than the court of any great king.”*°’ “There French was 
spoken as well as in Paris.”*** About twenty years after the formation of the 
Latin feudal states and possessions on the Byzantine territory, Pope Honorius 
III, in his letter to Blanche, queen of France, spoke of the creation in the east 
“as a sort of new France” (ibique noviter quasi nova Francia est creata).?°° 

The Peloponnesus feudaries built fortified castles with towers and walls, 
on the west European model; the best known among them was Mistra, on 
the slopes of Mount Taygetus, in ancient Laconia, close to ancient Sparta. 
This imposing medieval feudal construction became in the second half of the 
thirteenth century the capital of the Greco-Byzantine despots in the Pelo- 
ponnesus, when the Palaeologi had reconquered Mistra from the Franks. 
Even today Mistra strikes scholars and tourists, with its imposing half-ruined 
buildings, as one of the rarest spectacles of Europe, and preserves intact in 
its churches the precious frescoes of the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries, 
which are extremely important for the history of later Byzantine art. In the 
western part of the peninsula was the strongly fortified castle of Clermont, 
which was preserved almost intact until the third decade of the nineteenth 
century, when it was destroyed by the Turks. A Greek chronicler wrote of 
that castle that, if the Franks had lost Morea, the possession of Clermont 
only would have sufficed to reconquer the whole peninsula.”®° The Franks 
also built some other strongholds. 

In the Peloponnesus the Franks succeeded in establishing themselves firmly 
in two of the three southern peninsulas; but in the central one in spite of two 
fortified castles that they built, they never really overcame the stubborn re- 
sistance of the Slavs (the tribe of Melingi) who lived in the mountains. The 
Greeks of Morea, at least the majority of them, might have seen in the rule 


257 Marino Sanudo, Istoria del regno di Ro- enough, 627. 


mania, in C. Hopf, Chroniques gréco-romanes, 259 Fpistolae Honorit Ill (May 20, 1224), in 

102. Recueil des historiens des Gaules et de la 
258 Chronique de Ramon Muntaner, chap. France, XIX, 754. 

261; ed. J. A. Buchon, Chroniques étrangeres, 260 The Chronicle of Morea, ed. J. Schmitt, 


502; ed. K. Lanz, 468-69; ed. Lady Good- vss, 2712-13; ed. P. Kalonares, 114. 


466 Byzantium and the Crusades 


of the Franks a welcome relief from the financial oppression of the Byzantine 
government.”** 

In the south of the Peloponnesus Venice possessed two important seaports, 
Modon and Coron, which were excellent stations for the Venetian vessels 
on their way to the East and at the same time very good points for observing 
the maritime trade of the Levant. They were the two “principal eyes of the 
commune” (oculi capitales communis).?° 

Concerning the epoch of the Latin sway in the Peloponnesus, there is a 
great deal of interesting information in various sources, particularly in the 
so-called Chronicle of Morea (fourteenth century) which survives in different 
versions, Greek (in verse), French, Italian, and Spanish. If from the point 
of view of exact exposition of fact the Chronicle of Morea cannot occupy a 
chief place among the other sources, it nevertheless gives a rich mine of 
precious material about the internal conditions of living in the epoch of the 
Frankish rule in the Peloponnesus, with the institutions, the public and private 
life, and, finally, with the geography of Morea at that time. The Chronicle 
of Morea, as a source exceptionally rich and various in its information on 
the internal and cultural history of the epoch, when Greco-Byzantine and 
western feudal elements united together to create exceedingly interesting liv- 
ing conditions, deserves particular attention. 

Some scholars suppose?®* that certainly the Frankish rule in Morea, and 
probably the Chronicle of Morea itself, influenced Goethe, who in the third 
act of the second part of his tragedy “Faust” lays the scene in Greece, at Sparta, 
where the love story between Faust and Helena takes place. Faust himself 
is represented there as a prince of the conquered Peloponnesus surrounded 
by the feudaries; the character of his rule reminds us somewhat of one of 
the Villehardouins, as the latter is represented in the Chronicle of Morea. In 
a conversation between Mephistopheles, in the form of Phorcias, and Helena, 
J. Schmitt thinks that Mistra, which had been built precisely at the time of 
the Latin sway in Morea, is without doubt described. Phorcias said: 


Thus stood, for many years, forlorn the sloping ridge 

That northward to the height rises in Sparta’s rear, 

Behind Taygetus, whence, still a merry brook 

Downward Eurotas rolls, and then, along our vale 
Broad-flowing among reeds, gives nurture to your swans. 
There in the mountain-vale, behind, a stalwart race 
Themselves establish’d, pressing from Cimmerian night, 
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And have uprear’d a fastness, inaccessible, 
Whence land and folk around they harry, as they list. 


Later appears a description of this castle, which has pillars, pilasters, arches, 
archlets, balconies, galleries, scutcheons, and so forth, like a typical medieval 
castle. All this passage of the tragedy seems to have been written under the 
influence of the Chronicle of Morea, and therefore from the conquest of 
Morea by the Franks came some of the material for the poetic scenes of 
Faust.?** 

The taking of Constantinople by the crusaders and the establishment of 
the Latin Empire put the pope in a difficult position. Innocent III had op- 
posed the diversion of the crusade and had excommunicated the crusaders and 
Venetians after the seizure of Zara; but after the fall of the capital of the 
Byzantine Empire, he stood face to face with the accomplished fact. 

The Emperor Baldwin, who in his letter to the pope named himself “by 
the Grace of God the Emperor of Constantinople and always Augustus,” 
as well as “the vassal of the Pope” (miles suus),?** notified the latter of the 
taking of the Byzantine capital and of his own election. In his reply Innocent 
III entirely disregards his former attitude. He “rejoices in the Lord” (gavisi 
sumus in Domino) at the miracle effected “for the praise and glory of His 
name, for the honor and benefit of the Apostolic throne, and for the profit 
and exaltation of the Christian people.”*°* The pope called upon all clergy, 
all sovereigns, and all peoples to support the cause of Baldwin and expressed 
the hope that since Constantinople was taken it would be easier to reconquer 
the Holy Land from the hands of the infidel; and at the close of the letter the 
pope admonished Baldwin to be a faithful and obedient son of the Catholic 
Church.?® In another letter Innocent wrote: “Of course, although we are 
pleased to know that Constantinople has returned to obedience to its mother, 
the Holy Catholic Church, nevertheless we should be still more pleased, if 
Jerusalem had been restored to the power of the Christian people.”?** 
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But the state of mind of the pope changed when he had become acquainted 
in more detail with all the horrors of the sack of Constantinople and with 
the text of the treaty concerning the partition of the Empire. The treaty had 
a purely secular character with a clear tendency to eliminate the interference 
of the Church. Baldwin had not asked the pope to confirm his imperial title; 
and Baldwin and Dandolo had independently decided the question of St. 
Sophia, of the election of the patriarch, of ecclesiastical property, and other 
religious affairs. During the sack of Constantinople many churches and mon- 
asteries as well as a great number of highly honored sanctuaries had been 
defiled and polluted. All this evoked in the heart of the pope alarm and 
discontent with the crusaders. He wrote the Marquess of Montferrat: “Hav- 
ing neither right nor power over the Greeks you seem to have imprudently 
deviated from the purity of your vow, when you marched not against the 
_ Saracens, but against the Christians, meaning not to reconquer Jerusalem, but 
to take Constantinople, preferring earthly riches to heavenly riches. But it 
is much more important that some (of the crusaders) spared neither religion, 
nor age, nor sex . . .”7°° 

Thus, the Latin Empire in the East, established on feudal grounds, possessed 
no strong political power; moreover, in church affairs, the Empire was un- 
able for a time to establish relations with the Roman curia that were entirely 
satisfactory. 

The aim of the western knights and merchants was not thoroughly at- 
tained, for not all Byzantine territories were in the power of the new Latin 
possessions in the East. After 1204 there were three independent Greek states. 
The Empire of Nicaea, under the dynasty of the Lascaris, in the western part 
of Asia Minor, situated between the Latin possessions in Asia Minor and the 
territories of the Sultanate of Iconium or Rum, and possessing a part of the sea- 
shore of the Aegean, was the biggest independent Greek center and the 
most dangerous rival of the Latin Empire. Then, in the western part of the 
Balkan peninsula, in Epirus, there was founded the Despotat of Epirus under 
the rule of the dynasty of the Comneni-Angeli. Finally, on the remote south- 
eastern shore of the Black Sea, in 1204, was founded the Empire of Trebizond 
with the dynasty of the “Great Comneni.” 

If the Latins in the East had no political unity, they had no religious unity 
either, for these three Greek states remained faithful to the doctrine and 
practice of the Greek Eastern Church; from the point of view of the pope 
they were schismatic. Nicaea was particularly displeasing to the pope; there 
the Greek bishop, paying no attention to the residence of the Latin patriarch 
in Constantinople, was called the patriarch of Constantinople. In addition, 
the Greeks of the Latin Empire, despite their political subjugation by the 
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Latins, did not adopt Catholicism. The military occupation of the country 
did not signify ecclesiastical union. 

The results of the Fourth Crusade were as fatal for the Byzantine Empire 
as for the future of the crusades. The Empire could never recover from the 
blow inflicted on it in 1204; it lost forever the significance of a political world 
power. Politically, the Eastern Empire, as a whole, ceased to exist; it yielded 
its place to a number of west European feudal states and never again, even 
after the restoration of the Empire under the Palaeologi, did it regain its 
former brilliancy and influence. 

As regards the significance of the Fourth Crusade for the general problem 
of the crusading movement, it showed, first of all, in the clearest way that the 
idea of the movement had become entirely secular; secondly, it bifurcated the 
single motive which had formerly drawn the western peoples to the East. 
After 1204 they had to direct their forces not only against the Muslims in 
Palestine or Egypt, but, on a larger scale, to their own new possessions on the 
territory of the Eastern Empire in order to support their power there. The 


result of this, of course, was to delay the struggle against the Muslims in the 
Holy Land. 


INTERNAL AFFAIRS UNDER THE COMNENI AND ANGELI 


Ecclestastical relations 


The ecclesiastical life of Byzantium under the Comneni and Angeli is 
important mainly in two directions: first, in internal ecclesiastical relations 
which centered in the attempts to resolve certain religious problems and 
doubts which agitated Byzantine society and were of the most vital interest 
in that epoch; secondly, in the relations of the eastern church to the western, 
of the patriarchate of Constantinople to the papacy. 

In their attitude to the Church the emperors of the dynasties of the Com- 
neni and Angeli firmly adopted the caesaropapistic view which was so very 
characteristic of Byzantium. In one version of the History of Nicetas Choniates 
Isaac Angelus is quoted: “On earth there is no difference in power between 
God and emperor; kings are allowed to do everything, and they may use 
without any distinction that which belongs to God along with their own 
possessions, because they have received the imperial power from God, and 
between God and them is no difference.”?”° The same writer, speaking of the 
ecclesiastical policy of Manuel Comnenus, gave the general belief of the 
Byzantine emperors, who consider themselves “the infallible judges of mat- 
ters of God and man.”?"' This opinion was supported in the second half of 
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the twelfth century by the clergy. A celebrated Greek canonist and commen- 
tator of the so-called pseudo-Photian Nomocanon (a canonical collection of 
fourteen titles), the patriarch of Antioch, Theodore Balsamon, who lived 
under the last Comnenus and the first Angelus, wrote: “The emperors and 
patriarchs must be esteemed as church teachers because of their holy anoint- 
ment. Therefore, orthodox emperors have the power to teach Christian people 
and, like priests, to burn incense as an act of worship to God.” Their glory 
is that, like the sun, they, by the brilliance of their orthodoxy, enlighten the 
world from one end to another. “The power and activities of the emperors 
concern body and soul (of man) while the power and activity of the patriarch 
concern only soul.”?’? The same author stated: “The Emperor is subject 
neither to the laws nor to the canons.”?74 

Ecclesiastical life under the Comneni and Angeli enabled the Emperors 
to apply widely their caesaropapistic ideas: on the one hand, numerous “here- 
sies” and “false doctrines” considerably agitated the minds of the population. 
On the other hand, the menace from the Turks and Patzinaks, and the new 
relations between the Empire and the West resulting from the crusades, began 
to threaten the very existence of Byzantium as an independent state, and 
forced the Emperors to consider deeply and ponder seriously the problem of 
union with the Catholic church, which in the person of the pope, could pre- 
vent the political danger threatening the East from the West. 

As regards religion, the first two Comneni were in general the defenders of 
the Eastern Orthodox faith and church; nevertheless, under the pressure 
of political reasons, they made some concessions in favor of the Catholic 
church. Alexius Comnenus’ daughter, Anna, struck by the activity of her 
father, in her “Alexiad” calls him, doubtless with exaggeration, “the thir- 
teenth Apostle”; or, if this honor must belong to Constantine the Great, 
Alexius Comnenus must “be set either side by side with the Emperor Con- 
stantine or, if any one objects to that, next to Constantine.”?"* The third Com- 
nenus, Manuel, inflicted great harm upon the interests of the eastern church 
for the sake of his illusive western policy. 

In the internal church life of the Empire the chief attention of the em- 
perors was directed to the struggle with dogmatic errors and heretic move- 
ments of their time. One side of the ecclesiastical life alarmed the emperors, 
the excessive growth of ecclesiastic and monastic property, against which 
the government, from time to time, had taken adequate measures. 
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In order to provide funds for state defense and the compensation of his 
supporters, Alexius Comnenus confiscated some monastic estates and con- 
verted several sacred vessels into money. But to appease the discontent which 
this measure aroused, the Emperor returned to the churches an amount equal 
to the value of the vessels and condemned his own action by a special Novel, 
“On abstaining from using the sacred vessels for public needs.”?"° Manuel by 
restoring the abrogated Novel of Nicephorus Phocas (964) again limited the 
increase of the church and monastic property; but later he was forced by 
means of other Novels, as far as possible, to modify the harsh consequences of 
this decree. 

Disorders and moral decline among the clergy also alarmed Alexius Com- 
nenus, who, in one of his novels, declared, “The Christian faith is exposed to 
danger, for the clergy with every day becomes worse”;”’° he planned some 
measures for raising the moral standard of the clergy by ameliorating their 
life according to the canonic rules, by improving their education, by widely 
developing pastoral activity, and so on. But unfortunately because of the gen- 
eral conditions of that time he did not always succeed in carrying out his 
good beginnings. 

Though they sometimes declared themselves against the excessive increase 
of church property, the Comneni, at the same time, were often the protectors 
and founders of monasteries. Under Alexius Mount Athos was declared by 
the Emperor exempt forever from taxes and other vexations; “the civil of- 
ficials had nothing to do with the Holy Mountain.”*"" As before, Athos was 
not dependent on any bishop; the profos, that is, the chairman of the council 
of the igumens (abbots, priors) of the monasteries of Athos, was ordained by 
the Emperor himself, so that Athos was directly dependent on him. Under 
Manuel the Russians who had formerly lived on Mount Athos and possessed 
there a small monastery received, by the order of the protaton (the council 
of the igumens), the convent of St. Panteleimon, which is widely known 
even today. 

Alexius Comnenus also supported St. Christodulus in founding in the is- 
land of Patmos, where, according to tradition, the Apostle John wrote his 
Apocalypse, a monastery of that Saint, which still exists today. In the chryso- 
bull published on that matter the Emperor granted this island to Christodulus 
as his permanent and inalienable property, exempted it from all taxes, and 
prohibited any officials from appearing in the island.?"* The strictest regime 


275 Zacharia von Lingenthal, Jus graeco- 277P, Uspensky, The Christian Orient. 
romanum, III, 355-58. See V. Grumel, “L’Af- Athos, III (1), 226-27. P. Meyer, Die Hauptur- 
faire de Léon de Chalcédoine. Le chrysobulle kunden fur die Geschichte der Athoskloster, 
d’Alexis I€F sur les objets sacrés,” Etudes by- 172. 
zantines, II (1945), 126-33. 278 Zacharia von Lingenthal, Jus graeco- 

276 Tbid., III, 414. romanum, III, 370-71. F. Miklosich and J. 


472 Byzantium and the Crusades 


was introduced into the life of the monastery.?”® Chalandon says, “the island 
of Patmos became a small ecclesiastical and almost independent republic 
where only monks could live.”?*° The attacks of the Seljugs on the islands 
of the Archipelago forced Christodulus and the monks to leave Patmos and 
take refuge in Euboea, where Christodulus died at the end of the eleventh 
century. Christodulus’ reforms did not survive him, and his attempt in Patmos 
completely failed.?*? 

John Comnenus built in Constantinople the monastery of the Pantokrator 
(Almighty) and instituted there a very well-organized hospital for the poor 
with fifty beds. The internal arrangement of this hospital is described in 
much detail in the statute (typicon) issued by the Emperor in this connec- 
tion**? and is an example, “perhaps the most touching that history has pre- 
served, concerning humanitarian ideas in Byzantine society.”*** 

The intellectual life of the epoch of the Comneni was distinguished by in- 
tense activity. Some scholars even call this period the epoch of the Hellenic 
renaissance which was brought about by such eminent men of the Empire 
as, for example, Michael Psellus. This intellectual revival expressed itself 
under the Comneni in various ways, including the formation of different 
heretical doctrines and dogmatic errors, with which the Emperors, as pro- 
tectors of the Orthodox faith, had to come into collision. This feature of the 
epoch of the Comneni influenced the so-called Synodicon, that is, the list of 
heretical names and antichurch doctrines which is still read every year in 
the Eastern Orthodox church during the first week of Lent, when an 
anathema is pronounced against heretics and antichurch doctrines in gen- 
eral; and a considerable number of the anathematized names and doctrines 
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in the Synodicon were originated in the time of Alexius and Manuel Com- 
nenius.”** 

The chief energies of Alexius were directed against the Paulicians and 
Bogomiles who had been established for a long time in the Balkan peninsula, 
especially in the district of Philippopolis. But neither persecution of the here- 
tics nor public disputes organized by the Emperor nor the burning of the head 
of the Bogomilian doctrine, the monk Basil, could eradicate their doctrines, 
which, without spreading very widely throughout the Empire, nevertheless 
continued to exist. Then the Emperor appealed to the monk Euthymius 
Zigabenus, a man skilled in grammatical knowledge and rhetoric, a com- 
mentator of the books of the New Testament and the Epistles of St. Paul, 
asking him to expose all existing heretical doctrines, especially the Bogomile 
doctrine, and to refute them on the basis of the Church Fathers. In accordance 
with the Emperor’s desire Zigabenus drew up a treatise The Dogmatic 
Panoply of the Orthodox Faith which, containing all the scientific proofs 
fitted to refute the arguments of the heretics and to show their emptiness, was 
to serve as a manual for the struggle with heretical errors.”** In spite of this, 
however, under Manuel occurred the famous case of the monk Niphon who 
preached the Bogomile doctrine.”** 

Among the other events in the intellectual life of Byzantium under Alexius 
Comnenus was the case of a learned philosopher, John Italus (coming from 
Italy), a pupil of Michael Psellus, who was accused of suggesting “to his 
hearers the perverted theories and heretical doctrines condemned by the 
Church and opposed to the Scriptures and tradition of the Fathers of the 
Church, of not honouring sacred images,”**" and so on. The official report on 
the accusation of John Italus of heresy, published and interpreted by a Russian 
scholar, Th. Uspensky, opens an interesting page in the intellectual life of the 
epoch of the first Comnenus. At the council which examined the case of Italus 
there was on trial not only a heretic preaching a doctrine dangerous to the 
Church, but also a professor of the high school teaching people of mature age 
who was himself influenced by the ideas of Aristotle, Plato in part, and other 
philosophers. Some of his disciples were also summoned to court. After having 
examined Italus’ opinions the council declared them misleading and heretical. 
The patriarch to whom Italus was delivered for instruction in truth became 
himself, to the great scandal of the church and population, an adherent to 
Italus’ doctrine. By order of the Emperor a list of Italus’ errors was then drawn 
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up. Finally, anathema was pronounced against the eleven items of his doctrine 
and against the heretic himself.?** 

As not all the works of Italus are published, it is impossible to form a fixed 
opinion about him and his doctrine. There is, therefore, some disagreement 
among scholars on this problem. While, as Th. Uspensky said, “the freedom of 
philosophical thought was limited by the supreme authority of the Scriptures 
and the works of the Fathers of the Church,”**® Italus, as some investigators, 
Bezobrazov and Bryanzev, for example, state, “judged it possible, in some 
problems, to give the preference to pagan philosophy over church doctrine” ;**° 
he “separated the domain of theology from that of philosophy, and admitted 
the possibility of holding independent opinions in one or the other domain.”?** 
Finally, in connection with the case of Italus, N. Marr raised “the most im- 
portant question of whether the initiators of the trial of Italus were on his level 
in intellectual development, demanding the separation of philosophy from 
theology, and whether, having condemned the thinker for intrusion upon 
theology, they granted him his freedom in purely philosophical specula- 
tion ?””°? Of course, the answer is no: at that time such freedom was impossi- 
ble. But Italus is not to be considered only as a theologian. “He was a philoso- 
pher who was condemned because his philosophical system did not conform 
to the doctrine of the Church”;?** and the most recent investigator of the 
religious life of the epoch of the Comneni said that all the information clearly 
shows that Italus belonged to the Neoplatonic school.?** All the discrepancy 
and difference in opinion show how interesting is the problem of John Italus 
from the point of view of the cultural history of Byzantium at the end of the 
eleventh and the beginning of the twelfth century. 

But this is not all. Attention has been paid to the doctrines which appeared 
in western European philosophy in the lifetime of John Italus and resembled 
the doctrines of the latter; for example, such a resemblance is to be found in 
the doctrine of Abelard, a famous French scholar and professor of the first half 
of the twelfth century, whose autobiography, Historia calamitatum, is still 
read with intense interest. In view of the complicated and insufficiently in- 
vestigated problem of mutual cultural influences between the East and West in 
this epoch, it may be too sweeping a statement to say that the western European 
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scholasticism depended on that of Byzantium; but it may be affirmed that “the 
circle of ideas in which the European mind was working from the eleventh to 
the thirteenth century was the same that we find in Byzantium.”?*° 

In external ecclesiastical affairs the time of the first three Comneni was an 
epoch of active relations with the popes and the western church. The chief 
cause of those relations, as the appeal of the Emperor Michael VII Parapinakes 
to Pope Gregory VII showed, was the danger threatening Byzantium from 
her external enemies, the Turks and Patzinaks. This danger compelled the 
emperors to seek for aid in the West, even at the price of the union of the 
churches. Therefore, the tendency of the Comneni to conclude a union with 
the Roman Church is explained by purely external political reasons. 

In the most terrible years, that is, at the end of the eighties and the beginning 
of the nineties of the eleventh century, Alexius Comnenus held out the hand 
of reconciliation and agreement to Pope Urban II, promising to summon a 
Council in Constantinople in order to discuss the question of the azyms and 
other subjects which separated the two churches. In 1089 a synod of the Greek 
bishops, with Alexius I presiding, took place in Constantinople. At this synod 
was discussed the motion of Urban II to put his name again into the diptychs 
and to mention him in divine services, and under the pressure of the Emperor 
this delicate problem was decided in the affrmative.’*° Probably to this time 
is to be referred a treatise of Theophylact of Bulgaria, On the Errors of the 
Latins, in which V. Vasilievsky saw a sign of the times.?®’ The main theme of 
the treatise is very remarkable. The author did not adopt the common view of 
the definite separation of the churches; neither did he acknowledge the errors 
of the Latins to be so numerous as to make separation unavoidable; he ex- 
presses himself against the spirit of theological intolerance and haughtiness 
which was predominant among his learned contemporaries. In a word, Theo- 
phylact in many points was ready to grant reasonable concessions. But in the 
symbol of the Creed no ambiguity could be admitted, no addition; in other 
words, it was impossible to adopt filioque in the eastern symbol. 

But the critical situation of the Empire and some difficulties which befell 
Pope Urban II in Rome, where an antipope had been elected, prevented the 
summoning of the council. The First Crusade, which took place some years 
later, and the hostilities and mutual distrust which arose between the Greeks 
and crusaders were unfavorable to an understanding between the two 
churches. Under John Comnenus negotiations were carried on concerning the 
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union between the Emperor and Popes Calixtus II and Honorius II; two 
letters exist addressed by John to these popes. Papal envoys arrived in Con- 
stantinople with full powers to treat the question.”** But they failed to arrive 
at any tangible result. On the other hand, some learned Latins from the West 
took part in theological disputations at Constantinople. A German, Anselm 
of Havelberg, who wrote about 1150, left a very interesting account of a dis- 
putation held before John Comnenus in 1136, at which “there were present 
not a few Latins, among them three wise men skilled in the two languages 
and most learned in letters, namely James, a Venetian, Burgundio, a Pisan, and 
the third, most famous among Greeks and Latins above all others for his 
knowledge of both literatures, Moses by name, an Italian from the city of 
Bergamo, and he was chosen by all to be a faithful interpreter for both 
sides.”?°° 

Relations became more active under John’s latinophile successor, Manuel I. 
The latter, hopeful of the restoration of the single Roman Empire, and con- 
vinced that he could receive the imperial crown only from Rome, offered the 
pope the prospect of union. It is obvious, accordingly, that the cause of the 
negotiations for union was purely political. The German historian Norden 
rightly remarked, “The Comneni were hoping with the help of the papacy 
to rise to dominion over the west and thereupon over the papacy itself; the 
Popes were dreaming with the support of the Comneni of becoming the 
masters of the Byzantine church and thereupon of the Byzantine Empire.”*°° 

After the Second Crusade Manuel corresponded with several popes. The 
popes themselves also were sometimes ready to lend a friendly hand to the 
Emperor, especially Pope Hadrian IV, who was engaged in a quarrel with the 
king of Sicily and was angry with the Emperor Frederick Barbarossa, who 
had been recently crowned. In his message to the archbishop of Thessalonica, 
Basil, Hadrian IV expressed his desire “to help in bringing all the brethren 
into one church” and compared the eastern church with lost drachma, wan- 
dering sheep, and the dead Lazarus.*°* 

Shortly after, Manuel through his envoy officially promised Pope Alexander 
III the union of the churches, provided the pope would return to him the 
crown of the Roman Empire which was then, against all rights, in the hands 
of the German king, Frederick; if, for that purpose, the pope needed money 
or military forces, Manuel would supply him with troops in abundance. But 
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Alexander III, whose situation in Italy had somewhat improved, refused this 
offer. 

A council was summoned by the Emperor in the capital to put an end to 
the various causes of discontent existing between the Latins and Greeks, and 
to find some means for joining the churches. Manuel exerted himself to the 
utmost to incline the patriarch to concessions. “A Conversation” at the council 
between Manuel and the patriarch, is a very interesting document for the 
light it throws on the views of the two chief participants in the council. In this 
“Conversation” the patriarch says that the pope is “reeking with impiety,” 
and prefers the yoke of the “Agarens” [i.e. Muhammedans] to that of the 
Latins. This statement of the patriarch, apparently reflecting the ecclesiastical 
and public feeling of the epoch, was to be many times repeated in the future, 
for example, in the fifteenth century, at the time of the fall of Byzantium. 
Manuel was forced to yield and declared that he would withdraw from the 
Latins “as from the serpent’s poison.”*°” Thus all the discussions at the council 
failed to produce any agreement. It was even decided to break off entirely with 
the pope and his partisans. 

Thus Manuel, both in his secular external policy and in his ecclesiastical 
policy, was wholly unsuccessful. The cause of this failure may be explained 
by the fact that the Emperor’s policy in both fields was only his own personal 
policy and had no solid and real basis in public opinion. The restoration of the 
one Empire had already for a long time been impossible and the unitarian 
tendencies of Manuel met with no sympathy in the masses of the Empire’s 
population. 

In the last five years of the rule of the Comneni (1180-85), especially 
under Andronicus I, the ecclesiastical causes were absorbed in the complicated 
external and internal conditions. Andronicus, an enemy of the Latin sympa- 
thies of his predecessor at the beginning of his reign, could not be a partisan 
of the union with the western church. In internal ecclesiastical affairs, he dealt 
harshly with the patriarch of Constantinople and allowed no disputes on 
faith.*°* “A Dialogue against the Jews,” which is often ascribed to him, be- 
longs to a later time. 

The time of the Angeli, politically full of troubles, was equally disturbed in 
ecclesiastical life. The emperors of this house felt themselves to be masters of 
the situation. The first Angelus, Isaac, deposed at his leisure the patriarchs of 
Constantinople, one after another. 

Under the Angeli the vigorous theological dispute of the Eucharist arose in 
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Byzantinum; the Emperor himself took part in it. A historian of that epoch, 
Nicetas Choniates, said the question was “whether the body of Christ, of which 
we partake, is as incorruptible (d@@aprov) as it became after His passion and 
resurrection, or corruptible (¢@aprov), as it was before his passion.”*°* In 
other words, in this dispute the question was “whether the eucharist of which 
we partake, is subject to the common physiological processes to which any 
food that man takes is subject, or not subject to those physiological proc- 
esses.”°°* Alexius Angelus stood as the protector of “the insolently defiled” 
truth and supported the doctrine of the “incorruptibility” of the Eucharist. A 
similar dispute in Byzantium at the end of the twelfth century can be ex- 
plained by western influence, which was very strong in the Christian East in 
the epoch of the crusades. As is known, such disputes had begun in the West 
a long time before; even in the ninth century there had been men who taught 
that the Eucharist is subject to the same processes as ordinary food. 

As far as the relations of the Angeli to the pope are concerned, the pope was 
guided by political expediency, desiring, of course, to induce the eastern 
church to adopt union. The pope’s plan failed. The complicated international 
situation, especially just before the Fourth Crusade, brought forward the king 
of Germany, who seemed to take an important part in the solution of the 
Byzantine problem. As the king of Germany was the most dangerous foe of 
the papacy, the pope, in order to prevent the western Emperor from getting 
possession of the Eastern Empire, endeavored by all means to support the 
“schismatic” eastern Emperor, even a usurper such as Alexius III who had 
dethroned his brother Isaac. Innocent III was in a rather embarrassing position 
during the Fourth Crusade, when the head of the Catholic church, at first 
acting very energetically against the diversion of the crusade, was gradually 
forced to change his mind and to declare the compliance of God with the 
sack of Constantinople by the crusaders, almost unexampled in barbarity as 
it was. 

In summary, religious life under the Comneni and Angeli, a period of one 
hundred and twenty-three years (1081-1204), was marked by extraordinary 
intensity and animation in external relations and especially by conflicting and 
contradictory internal movements. Without doubt, from the point of view of 
religious problems this epoch is of great importance and of vivid interest.*°° 


Internal administration 
Financial and social conditions——As a general thesis one may say that the 
internal situation of the Byzantine Empire and the administrative system 
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changed little in the course of the twelfth century. Whereas the history of the 
Byzantine church under the Comneni and Angeli has been more or less fully 
investigated, conditions are quite different for internal social and economic 
life. And if the internal history of Byzantium has been inadequately investi- 
gated, there is a particular lack of thorough research in the period beginning 
with the epoch of the Comneni. Even today_histories usually offer on this 
subject short chapters, based sometimes only on general speculations, some ~ 
‘occasional remarks or excursus, or at the very best, small articles on one prob- 
lem or another, so that, at least for the present, there is no adequate conception 
of the internal history of this epoch. The most recent investigator of this 
period, the French scholar Chalandon, died before he could publish the prom- 
ised continuation of his book in which the problem of the internal life of 
Byzantium in the twelfth century was to have been fully discussed.°°" 
_A representative of the large landowning nobility of Asia Minor, Alexius 
Comnenus, became Emperor of a state in which the financial system was en- 
tirely disorganized both by numerous military enterprises and by internal 
troubles ofan earlier period. In spite of the crippled financial condition, 
Alexius, especially in the beginning years of his rule, had to remunerate his 
partisans, who had supported him in gaining the throne, and to present the 
members of his family with rich gifts. Fierce wars with the Turks, Patzinaks, 
and Normans, and the events connected with the First Crusade also required 
enormous expenditures. The estates_of large geeeatiat and of monasteries 
served as a means for replenishing the treasury. ) 
ne can judge from the Sageencly information of the sources, 
Alexius had no scruples in confiscating the property of large landowners; even 
in the case of political plots capital punishment was often replaced by cc con- _ 
fiscation of land. The Jands of the monasteries, which were given as grants (in 
Greek & ristikia) for life to recipients who were thence called kharistikartot, 
were exposed to similar confiscation. __ hroregv Lent, suey, & 
The system of kharistikia was not acai oer Be Comneni, but because of 
their financial difficulties, they perhaps euwied to it more frequently than 
anyone else. The : system is connected with the secularization of the monastic 
estates under the iconoclastic emperors and probably with some phenomena 
of the social life of a still earlier time. In the tenth and eleventh centuries the 
system of kharistikia was already in frequent use. Monasteries were granted 
both to ecclesiastics and laymen,even_to women, and it-happened sometimes 
that monasteries for men were granted to women, and those for women to 
men. The kharistikarios was expected t to defend the interests.of the monastery 
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granted to him, to watch over it in order to secure it from the caprice of the 


governor or tax gatherers and from illegal taxes, and to manage skillfully mo> 
nastic economy, converting to his own benefit the revenues which remained 
after he had fulfilled his obligations. Of course, in reality he neglected-his- 
duties, and the monastic donations in general were nothing but a source of 
revenue and profit. Accordingly monastic economy was growing weak and 
declining. The_kAaristikia_ were very profitable for the receivers, and the 
Byzantine high officials ; sought for them eagerly. The ordinance of Alexius 
which provided for the conversion of some sacred vessels into money was 
later abrogated by him. 


But confiscations of land_ ficient to improve the ces. T 
Alexius ‘Comnenus resorted to sich his-saoeee easure, the cor- 


ruption of money, the issue of debased coin, for which sources blame Alexius 
heavily. Along withthe former golden zou oF full weight, which were called 
nomisma, hyperpyrus, or solidus, he had put into circulation a certain alloy of 
copper and gold or silver and gold called nomisma which was circulated on a 
par with the full coin. The new zomisma as compared to the former, which 
consisted of twelve silver coins or miliarisia, was equal in value only to four 
silver coins, one-third as much.*°* But Alexius insisted that taxes be paid in 
money of full weight. Such measures brought still greater confusion into the 
finances of the Empire and irritated the population. 

The difficult external situation and almost complete financial bankruptcy 
of the country, despite the measures taken, forced the government to collect 
the taxes with extreme severity; and as many large estates, secular as well as 

dente Seat exec Boake, a whole burden of taxation fell upon ~ 
the lower classes who were completely exhausted under the unbearable pres— 
sure of fiscal exactions. The tax-collectors, who are called by a writer of the 

~ eleventh and the early twelfth century, the archbishop of Bulgaria, Theo- 
phylact, “rather robbers than collectors, despising both divine laws and im- 
perial ordinances,” were running wild among the people.*”” 

The cautious rule of John Comnenus somewhat improved the state finances, 
if spite of almost continuous wars. But the rul rule of his successor Manuel 
the country again on the verge of bankruptcy. At this time the population of 
the Empire decreased, and consequently the ability of the population to pay 
taxes also decreased. Some districts of Asia Minor were abandoned because of 
Muhammedan invasions; a portion of their population was captured, another 
part escaped in flight to the maritime cities. The abandoned territories could 
not, of course, pay taxes. The situation was similar in the Balkan peninsula 
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owing to the aggressions of the Hungarians, Serbs, and the peoples beyond 
the Danube. 

Meanwhile expenses were increasing. Besides the expenses of military enter- 
prises, Manuel squandered enormous amounts of money on a mass of foreign- 
ers who had come to Byzantium because of the Emperor’s Latin sympathies; 
sda vente Ganz be ceouirail mace for buildings,;forsustaining the absurd 
luxury at his court, and for supporting his favorites, Sih cane cet woman 
—The historian Nicetas Choniates drew a striking picture of universal discon- 
tent with the financial policy of Manuel.*’® The Greeks of the islands of the 
Ionian sea, unable to endure the burden of taxation, passed over to the Nor- 
mans. Like Alexius Comnenus, Manuel tried to improve his finances by means 
of confiscation of the secular and ecclesiastic estates, and restored the famous 
Novel-of-Nicephorus Phocas, of 964, concerning-church-and-monastic land- 
ownership. 

~ Only in the reign of the last Comnenus, Andronicus I, whose short rule was 
marked by a reaction against Manuel’s policy, did the situation of the taxable 
classes improve. Andronicus is known to have come out as protector_of_the 
national interests and the lower classes against Manuel’s latinophile policy-and 
support of the large landowners. Large landowners and tax collectors were 
brought sharply to account; provincial governors began to receive high sala- 


ries from the treasury; the sale of public offices ceased. A _historian-contempo- 
rary with Andronicus, Nicetas Choniates-painted this idyllic picture: __ 
Everyone, to quote a Prophet, lay quietly in the shade of his trees and having gath- 
ered grapes and the fruits of the earth ate them joyfully and slept comfortably, with- 
out fearing the tax collector’s menace, without thinking of the rapacious or in- 
satiable exactor of duties, without looking askance at the gleaner in his vineyard > 
or being suspicious of the gatherer of cornstalks; but he who rendered unto Caesar \ 
those things which are Caesar’s, of him no more was required; he was not de- } 
prived, as he used to be, of his last garment, and he was not reduced to the point/ 
of death, as formerly was often the case.*?! 


The Byzantine sources give a sad picture of the internal life of the country __ 


.s ox Tae — . 
ufider anuel, and conditions could_not, of course, improve greatl e 
short and Es cag eo But the Jewish traveler, Benjamin, 
from the Spanish city of Tudela, who visited Byzantium in the eighth decade 


of the twelfth century, i.e. under Manuel, gave in the description of his journey 
some glowing praise of Constantinople as a result of his personal observation 
and oral communications. Benjamin wrote concerning Constantinople: 

From every part of the Empire of Greece tribute is brought here every year, and 


strongholds are filled with garments of silk, purple, and gold. Like unto these store- 
houses and this wealth, there is nothing in the whole world to be found. It is said 
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that the tribute of the city amounts every year to 20,000 gold pieces, derived both from 
the rents of shops and markets, and from the tribute of merchants who enter by 
sea or land. The Greek inhabitants are very rich in gold and precious stones, and 
they go clothed in garments of silk with gold embroidery, and they ride horses, 
and look like princes. Indeed, the land is very rich in all cloth stuffs, and in bread, 
meat, and wine. Wealth like that of Constantinople is not to be found in the whole 
world. Here also are men learned in all the books of the Greeks, and they eat and 
drink every man under his vine and his fig tree.3?? 

In another place the same traveler says: “All sorts of merchants come here 
from the land of Babylon, from the land of Shinar (Mesopotamia), from 
Persia, Media, and all the sovereignty of the land of Egypt, from the land of 
Canaan, and the empire of Russia, from Hungaria, Patzinakia, Khazaria, and 
the land of Lombardy and Sepharad (Spain). It is a busy city, and merchants 
come to it from every country by sea and land, and there is none like it in the 
world except Bagdad, the great city of Islam.”*** Under Manuel also, an 
Arabian traveler, al-Harawy (or el-Herewy) visited Constantinople, where 
he was well received by the Emperor; in his book he gave a description of the 
most important monuments of the capital and remarked: “Constantinople 
is a city larger than its renown proclaims. May God, in His grace and gener- 
osity, deign to make of it the capital of Islam!”*** Perhaps one should compare _ 
the description of Benjamin of Tudela, with some verses of John Tzetzes, a 
poet of. the Comneni, relating also to Constantinople. Parodving 
two Homeric verses of the Iliad (IV, 437-38) “For they (the Trojans) had not 
all like speech nor one language, but their tongues were mingled, and they 
were brought from many lands,” John Tzetzes said, not without bitterness 
and irritation: “The men are very thievish who dwell in the capital of Con- 
stantine; they belong neither to one language nor to one people; there are 
minglings of strange tongues and there are very thievish men, Cretans and 
Turks, Alans, Rhodians and Chians (of the island of Chios), . . . all of them 
being very thievish and corrupt are considered as saints in Constantinople.”*** 
The brilliant and bustling life of Constantinople under Manuel reminded 
A. Andreades of the life of certain capitals such as Paris in the last years of the 
Empire, on the eve of the catastrophe.**® 

It is difficult to say exactly what was the population of the capital at that 
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time. But perhaps, as a mere conjecture, the population of Constantinople 
towards the end of the twelfth century may be computed at between 800,000 
and 1,000,000.°7* 

In connection with the increase of large estates under the Comneni and 
Angeli, the landowners were steadily gaining in strength and power and be- 


coming less depend t onthe central government, feudal processes were 
sweepingly developing in-the-Empire. Referring to the epoch of the as 


Comneni and Isaac II Angelus, Cognasso, wrote: “Feudalism covers thence- 
forth the whole Empire, and the Emperor must contend with grand provincial 
landlords who do not always consent to provide soldiers with the generosity 
shown, for example, for the struggle against the Normans. ... As the 
equilibrium between the elements which formed the social and political plat- 
form of the Empire was broken, the aristocracy obtained the upper hand, and 
finally the Empire came under its power. The monarchy is deprived of its 
power and wealth in favor of the aristocracy.” The Empire was hastening t 
its ruin.**® 
To the time of Manuel belongs a very interesting chrysobull which pro- 
hibi Sénatoria uitary rank of 
Siar sinlaas realness P reebok emer niga 
’ “ence had taken place contrary to this regulation, the immovable property was 
to goto the treasury.**® This prohibition of Manuel, depriving the lower classes 
of the chance of possessing imperiat tand grants, eee caer ee 
of immense territories” "This chrysobull was brogated in December, 1382, 1182, 
~by Alexius inenus. The abrogation was signed by the latter; but, with- 
ee eee the press f the all-powerful regent, 
“Andronicys, From 1182 on the imperial grantsin immovable properties ight- 


be transmitted to anyone regardless of his social rank.*?* 
~The chrysobull of 1182 must be interpreted if Connection with the new 
-against whom Ke had to open a stubborn strugaie. Alexius II Comnenus, who 
signed the law, was the mere mouthpiece of Andronicus’ will. Therefore 
doubt is cast upon the opinion of some scholars who think that as Manuel’s 


prohibition had clearly been aimed at the Franks and should have hindered 
the land purchases of those foreign traders, so the abrogation of the prohibi- 


FN 


317 Tbid., 101. this chrysobull is debatable; see sbid., 457, 498. 


818 “Un Imperatore bizantino della deca- 
denza Isacco II Angelo,” Bessartone, XXI 
(1915), 52-53, 59-60, 269-89; separate ed., 26- 


27, 33-34, 56-76. 
319 Zacharia von Lingenthal, Jus graeco- 


romanum, III, 457; some years later this chry- 
sobull was repeated (ibid., 498). The date of 


F. Dolger, Corpus der griechischen Urkunden, 
II, 62-63 (no. 1333) and 70 (no. 1398). 

820 Cognasso, Partiti politict e lotte di- 
nastiche in Bizanzio, 284 (72). 

821 Zacharia von Lingenthal, Jus graeco- 
romanum, III, 507. 


484 Byzantium and the Crusades 


tion was an act friendly to the Franks and entirely corresponded with the 
policy of Alexius II Comnenus.*** True, the government of Alexius II, who 
was a child, and of his mother, had sought for the support of the hated Latin 
elements, but after Andronicus had entered Constantinople and been pro- 
claimed regent, circumstances changed; the government fell into his hands, 
and towards the end of 1182 his policy was already openly hostile to the Latins. 

Defense and commerce. —Because of almost permanent hostilities in the 


e Comneni took caré € restoration and strengthening « of their cir army. 
_ The army consisted of a great number of of mercenaries © of the most various 


nationalities besides the local element 


W national element in the army—the An vio: Sait 
w raaa ok the aporemae of de Atipissaiser is Boscia 
conquest of England by the Normans under Wittiam the Conqueror in 1066, 
when the catastrophe which had burst upon England after the battle of Sentac, 
a few miles north of Hastings, delivered the country into the hands of the 
severe conqueror. Attempts at insurrection on the part of the Anglo-Saxons 
against the new ruler were severely quelled by executions and extinguished in 
streams of blood. Many Anglo-Saxons, in despair, abandoned their father- 
land. In the eighties of the eleventh century, at the beginning of the rule of 
Alexius Comnenus, as the English historian Freeman emphasized in his very 
well-known work on the conquest of England by the Normans, some con- 
vincing indications of the Anglo-Saxon emigration into the Greek Empire 
were already evident.*** A western chronicler of the first half of the twelfth 


century wrote: “After having lost their liberty the Anglians were deeply 
afflicted. . __ Sori of trenr shining with tie Dlossom-of beautiful youth went 


ex or the military service of 
the he Constantinopolitan Emperor Alexius.”*** This was the beginning of the 


Feats Eaaiah Bodyprart whieh the history of Byzantium of the 
twelfth century, played an important part, such as a5 the " Varangian-Ruseiat 
‘Druhina” (company) had played in the tenth and eleventh centuries. Ap- 
parently, there never was such a great number of mercenary foreign troops in 
Byzantium as during the latinophile rule of Manuel. 
As far as the navy was concerned, the maritime forces which had been well 


organized by Alexius seem gradually to have been losing their fighting power, 
so that under Manuel they were in a state of decline. Nicetas Choniates, in his 
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history, sharply condemned Manuel for the destruction of the maritime power 
of the Empire.**> Under the Comneni, the Venetian vessels which had made 
an alliance with the Empire helped Byzantium a great deal, but, of course, 
at the expense of Byzantine economic independence. 
ota Peston and fortihieg some places wich-wers ina state of decay. 
He fortified a very important city and stronghold, Attalia (Satalia), on 
southern shore of Asia Minor.*¢ He also erected fortifications and constructed 
a bridge at Abydos, at the entrance into the Hellespont,?2” where one of the 
most important Byzantine customhouses was located and where, from the 
time of the Comneni, the Venetians and their rivals, Genoese and Pisans, had 
their residences. 
Se ee ETE Lvwn that in the chntht ee he ter ot 
torily investigated. It 1s known that in the eleventh century the number of 
“themes reached thirty-eight22* Fhe reduction of the te territory of the Empire 
inthe eleventh and twelfth centuries made it impossible mpossible for the boundariés 
of the provincer ameter taper. to remain the same. Information on this ~ 
problem can be drawn from the Novel of Alexius III Angelus, of Nov. 1198.22° 
where the trade privileges granted Venice by the Emperor are discussed and 
where are enumerated “by names all the provinces that were under the power 
of Romania and where (the Venetians) could conduct their trade busi- 
ness.”**° The list given in this Novel, a source which has not yet been ade- 
quately studied, gives an approximate idea of the changes which took place 
in the provincial division of the Empire in the course of the twelfth century. 


___Most of the former themes had been-governed by military governors or 
strate gi Later, especially after th the battle of Manzikert.i 4n 1071; and then in the 


course of the twelfth century in connection with the growing Turkish danger 
in | Asia Minor and with the secession Bulgaria i in 1186, the triton af he 


the title of strategus ¢ entirely ‘disappeared, because it became ea 
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the smaller size of the provinces, and it was gradually replaced by duzx, a title 
which had been already borne, in the ninth century and I earlier, byt the > gover- 
nors of some small provinces.*** 

‘Inthe commerciat situation of the Empire under the Comneni and Angeli 
an exceedingly important change took place as a result of the crusades: the 
West and East began to engage in direct commercial relations with each other 
and Byzantium lost the role of intermediate commercial agent between 
them.**? It was a severe blow to the international economic power of the 
Eastern Empire. Then in the capital itself, as in some other places, Venice 
had already gained a strong footing at the beginning of the reign of Alexius 
Comnenus. Under the same emperor the Pisans obtained very important com- 
mercial privileges at Constantinople; they received there a landing place 
(scala) and a special quarter with stores for their merchandise and private 
houses; reserved seats were guaranteed to the Pisans at St. Sophia during 
divine service and in the Hippodrome for public spectacles.*** Towards the 
end of the reign of John Comnenus the Genoese opened negotiations for the 
first time with Byzantium, and it is certain that the main cause of these negoti- 
ations related to commercial questions. Manuel’s policy was always closely 
connected with the commercial interests of Venice, Pisa, and Genoa, who, 
undermining the economic power of the Empire, were, in their turn, in a state 
of permanent commercial competition. In 1169 Genoa received exceptionally 
advantageous trade privileges all over the Empire, except in two places on the 
northern shores of the Black and Azov Sea.*** 

After the terrible massacre of the Latins in 1182 their position became again 
more favorable under the Angeli; and finally in November 1198 a chrysobull 
was reluctantly granted by Alexius III Angelus to Venice, reciting and con- 
firming the previous bull of Isaac Angelus regarding the defensive alliance 
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with Venice, renewing the trading privileges and adding a number of new 
provisions. The boundaries of the Venetian quarter remained unchanged.**° 
According to one writer, some clauses of this treaty exerted very great influ- 
ence upon the institution of consular jurisdiction in the Ottoman Empire.*** 

Not only in the capital, but also in many provincial cities and islands of the 
Empire, the Venetians, Pisans, and Genoese took full advantage of their trad- 
ing privileges and held quarters of their own. Thessalonica (Salonica) was, 
after Constantinople, the most important economic center of the Empire. 
There, as a source of the twelfth century testified, every year at the end of 
October, on the occasion of the feast of St. Demetrius, the patron of the city, 
a famous fair was held; and at that time Greeks and Slavs, Italians, Spaniards 
(Iberians) and Portuguese (Lusitanians), “Celts from beyond the Alps” 
(French), and men who came from the distant shores of the Atlantic, 
swarmed to Thessalonica and carried on their business transactions.?3" Thebes, 
Corinth, and Patras in Greece were famous for their silks. Hadrianople and 
Philippopolis, in the Balkan peninsula, were also very important commercial 
centers. The islands of the Aegean also took part in the industry and com- 
merce of that time. 

As the fatal year 1204 approached, the commercial importance of Byzan- 
tium was thoroughly undermined by the commercial efficiency and initiative 
of the Italian republics, Venice, Genoa, and Pisa. Venice occupied the first 
Place, The monarchy Tost 2s the ? Italian historian, Cognasso, said, “its power 
and wealth in favor of the aristocracy, just as it is forced to lose its numerous 

other rights in favor of the commercial cosmopolitan class of the great cities 
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The time of the Macedonian dynasty was marked by intense cultural activity 
in the field of learning, literature, education, and art. The activity of such men 
as Photius in the ninth century, Constantine Porphyrogenitus in the tenth, 
and Michael Psellus in the eleventh, with their cultural environment, as well 
as the revival of the High School of Constantinople, which was reformed in 
the eleventh century, created favorable conditions for the cultural renaissance 
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of the epoch of the Comneni and Angeli. Enthusiasm for ancient literature 
was a distinctive feature of the time. Hesiod, Homer, Plato, the historians 
Thucydides and Polybius, the orators Isocrates and Demosthenes, the Greek 
tragedians and Aristophanes and other eminent representatives of various 
sections of ancient literature were studied and imitated by the writers of the 
twelfth century and the beginning of the thirteenth. This imitation was par- 
ticularly evident in the language, which, in its excessive tendency towards 
the purity of the ancient Attic dialect, became artificial, grandiloquent, some- 
times hard to read and difficult to understand, entirely different from the 
living spoken tongue. It was the literature of men who, as the English scholar 
Bury said, “were the slaves of tradition; it was a bondage to noble masters, but 
still it was a bondage.”**° But some writers expert in the beauty of the classic 
tongue nevertheless did not neglect the popular spoken language of their time 
and left very interesting specimens of the living tongue of the twelfth century. 
Writers of the epoch of the Comneni and Angeli understood the superiority 
of Byzantine culture over that of the western peoples, whom a source called 
“those dark and wandering tribes the greater part of which, if they did not 
receive birth from Constantinople, were at least raised and nourished by her, 
and among whom neither grace nor muse takes shelter,” to whom pleasant 
singing seems “the cry of vultures or croak of crow.”**° 

In the field of literature this epoch has a great number of interesting and 
eminent writers in both ecclesiastic and secular circles. The cultural movement 
also affected the family of the Comneni themselves, among whom many 
members, yielding to the influence of their environment, devoted a part of 
their time to learning and literature.*** The highly educated and clever mother 
of Alexius I Comnenus, Anna Dalassena, whom her learned granddaughter 
Anna Comnena calls “this greatest pride not only of women but also of men, 
and ornament of human nature,” often came to a dinner party with a book 
in her hands and there discussed dogmatic problems of the Church Fathers 
and spoke of the philosopher and martyr Maxim in particular.*4? The Em- 
peror Alexius Comnenus himself wrote some theological treatises against 
heretics; Alexius’ Muses, written a short time before his death, were published 
in 1913. They were written in iambic meter in the form of an “exhortation” 
and dedicated to his son and heir John.*** These Muses were a kind of politi- 
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cal will, concerned not only with abstract problems of morality, but also with 
many contemporary historical events, such as the First Crusade. 

Alexius’ daughter Anna and her husband Nicephorus Bryennius occupy 
an honorable place in Byzantine historiography. Nicephorus Bryennius, who 
survived Alexius and played an important role in state affairs under him and 
his son John, intended to write a history of Alexius Comnenus. Death pre- 
vented Nicephorus from carrying out his plan, but he succeeded in composing 
a sort of family chronicle or memoir the purpose of which was to show the 
causes of the elevation of the house of the Comneni and which was brought 
almost down to the accession of Alexius to the throne. The detailed narrative 
of Bryennius discusses the events from 1070 to 1079, that is to say, to the be- 
ginning of the rule of Nicephorus III Botaniates; since he discussed the activi- 
ties of the members of the house of the Comneni, his work is marked by some 
partiality. The style of Bryennius is rather simple and has none of the artificial 
perfection that is, for example, peculiar to the style of his learned wife. The 
influence of Xenophon is clearly evident in his work. Bryennius’ work is of 
great importance both for internal court history and for external policy, and 
throws special light on the increase of Turkish danger to Byzantium. 

The gifted and highly educated wife of Bryennius, the eldest daughter of 
Emperor Alexius, Anna Comnena, is the authoress of the Alexiad, an epic 
poem in prose.*** This first important achievement of the literary renaissance 
of the epoch of the Comneni is devoted to describing the glorious rule of 
Anna’s father, “the Great Alexius, the luminary of the universe, the sun of 
Anna.”**° One of Anna’s biographers remarked: “Almost as far down as the 
nineteenth century a woman as an historian was indeed a rara avis. When 
therefore a princess arose in one of the most momentous movements in hu- 
man history she surely deserves the respectful attention of posterity.”*4° In 
the fifteen books of her great work Anna described the time from 1069 to 
1118; she drew a picture of the gradual elevation of the house of the Comneni 
in the period before the accession of Alexius to the throne and brought the 
narrative down to his death, thus making an addition to and a continuation of 
the work of her husband, Nicephorus Bryennius. The tendency to panegyrize 
her father is evident throughout the whole Alexiad, which endeavors to show 
to the reader the superiority of Alexius, this “thirteenth Apostle,’**” over the 
other members of the Comneni family. Anna had received an excellent edu- 
cation and had read many of the most eminent writers of antiquity, Homer, 
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the lyric writers, the tragedians, Aristophanes, the historians Thucydides and 
Polybius, the orators Isocrates and Demosthenes, the philosophers Aristotle 
and Plato. All this reading affected the style of the Alexiad, in which Anna 
adopted the external form of the ancient Hellenic tongue and used, as Krum- 
bacher said, an artificial, “almost entirely mummiform school language which 
is diametrically opposed to the popular spoken language which was used in 
the literature of that time.”*** Anna even apologized to her readers when she 
chanced to give the barbarian names of the western or Russian (Scythian) 
leaders, which “deform the loftiness and subject of history.”**° Despite her 
unhistorical partiality for her father, Anna produced a work which is ex- 
tremely important from the historical point of view, a work based not only 
upon her personal observation and oral reports, but also upon the documents 
of the state archives, diplomatic correspondence, and imperial decrees. The 
Alexiad is one of the most important sources for the First Crusade. Modern 
scholars acknowledge that “in spite of all defects, those memoirs of the daugh- 
ter about her father remain one of the most eminent works of medieval Greek 
historiography,’*°° and “will always remain the noblest document” of the 
Greek state regenerated by Alexius Comnenus.*** 

It is not known whether Alexius’ son and successor, John, who spent almost 
all his life in military expeditions, was in accord with the literary taste of his 
environment or not. But his younger brother sebastokrator Isaak was not 
only an educated man who was fond of literature but was even the author of 
two small works on the history of the transformation of the Homeric epic in 
the Middle Ages, as well as of the introduction to the so-called Constantino- 
politan Code of the Octateuch in the Library of Seraglio. Some investigations 
suppose that the writings of the sebastokrator Isaac Comnenus were much 
more various than might be judged from two or three published short texts, 
and that in him there is a new writer, who arouses interest from various points 
of view.**? 

The Emperor Manuel, who was fond of astrology, wrote a defense “of astro- 
nomic science,” that is to say, of astrology, against the attacks made upon it by 
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the clergy, and in addition he was the author of various theological writings 
and of public imperial speeches.*** Because of Manuel’s theological studies, his 
panegyrist, Eustathius of Thessalonica, calls his rule an “imperial priesthood” 
or “a kingdom of priests” (Exodus, 19:6).*°* Manuel was not only himself 
interested in literature and theology but he endeavored te interest others. He 
sent Ptolemy’s famous work, the Almagest, as a present to the king of Sicily 
and some other manuscripts were brought to Sicily from Manuel’s library at 
Constantinople. The first Latin version of the Almagest was made from the 
manuscript at about 1160.°°° Manuel’s sister-in-law Irene distinguished herself 
by her love for learning and by her literary talent. Her special poet and, prob- 
ably, teacher, Theodore Prodromus, dedicated to her many verses, and Con- 
stantine Manasses composed his chronicle in verse in her honor, calling her in 
the prologue “a real friend of literature,” (¢udkodkoywrarn).*°* A Dialogue 
Against the Jews, which is sometimes ascribed to the period of Andronicus I, 
belongs to a later time. 

This brief sketch shows how powerfully the imperial family of the Com- 
neni was imbued with literary interests. But, of course, this phenomenon re- 
flected the general rise of culture which found expression especially in the 
development of literature and was one of the distinctive features of the epoch 
of the Comneni. From the time of the Comneni and Angeli, historians and 
poets, theological writers as well as the writers in various fields of antiquity, 
and, finally, chroniclers, left works which give evidence of the literary inter- 
ests of the epoch. 

A historian, John Cinnamus, a contemporary of the Comneni, wrote a 
history of the rule of John and Manuel (1118-76) which was a continuation 
of Anna Comnena’s work. This history followed the examples of Herodotus 
and Xenophon, and was also influenced by Procopius. The central figure of 
the evidently unfinished history is Manuel; it is therefore somewhat eulogistic. 
Cinnamus was an earnest defender of the rights of the eastern Roman im- 
perial power and a convinced antagonist of the papal claims and of the im- 
perial power of the German kings. He chose as his hero Manuel, who had 
treated him with favor; nevertheless he gave a trustworthy account based upon 
the study of reliable sources and written in very good Greek, “in the style of 
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an honest soldier, full of natural and frank enthusiasm for the Emperor.” 

Michael and Nicetas Acominati, two brothers from the Phrygian city of 
Chonae (in Asia Minor), were prominent figures in the literature of the 
twelfth and the early thirteenth centuries. They are sometimes also surnamed 
Choniatae after theif native city. The elder brother, Michael, who had received 
an excellent classical education in Constantinople with Eustathius, bishop of 
Thessalonica, chose a religious career and for more than thirty years was 
archbishop of Athens.*°® An enthusiastic admirer of Hellenic antiquity, he 
had his residence in the episcopal building on the Acropolis where in the 
Middle Ages the cathedral of the Holy Virgin was located within the ancient 
Parthenon. Michael felt particularly fortunate to be situated on the Acropolis, 
where he seemed to reach the “peak of heaven.” His cathedral was to him a 
constant source of delight and enthusiasm. He looked upon the city and its 
population as if he were a contemporary of Plato, and he was therefore thor- 
oughly amazed to see the enormous chasm that separated the contemporary 
population of Athens from the ancient Hellenes. Michael was an idealist and 
at first was not able to appreciate properly the completed process of ethno- 
graphic change in Greece. His idealism clashed with dull reality. He could 
say: “I live in Athens, but I see Athens nowhere.” 

His brilliant inaugural oration delivered before the Athenians assembled 
in the Parthenon was, he himself asserted, a specimen of simplicity of style. 
In this speech he reminded the audience of the bygone greatness of the city, 
the mother of eloquence and wisdom, expressed his firm conviction in the 
continuous genealogy of the Athenians from ancient times to his day, urged 
the Athenians to keep to the noble customs and manners of their ancestors, 
and cited the examples of Aristides, Ajax, Diogenes, Pericles, Themistocles 
and others.*°® But this oration, in reality constructed in an elevated style, filled 
with antique and biblical quotations, embellished with metaphors and tropes, 
remained incomprehensible and dark to the hearers of the new metropolitan ; 
it was beyond the understanding of the Athenians of the twelfth century, and 
Michael felt it. In one of his later sermons he exclaimed with deep sorrow: 
“Oh, city of Athens! Mother of wisdom! To what ignorance thou hast sunk! 
. . . When I addressed you with my inaugural oration, which was very simple 
and natural, it seemed that I spoke of something inconceivable, in a foreign 
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language, Persian or Scythian.”*°° The learned Michael Acominatus soon 


ceased to see in the contemporary Athenians the immediate descendants of 
the ancient Hellenes. He wrote: “There has been preserved the very charm of 
the country, the Hymettos rich in honey; the still Peiraeus, the once mysterious 
Eleusis, the Marathonian plain, the Acropolis,—but the generation which 
loved science has disappeared, and their place has been taken by a generation 
ignorant and poor in mind and body.’*** Surrounded by barbarians, Michael 
feared he himself would grow uncultivated and barbarous; he deplored the 
corruption of the Greek language, which had become a sort of barbarian 
dialect and which he was able to understand only after a residence of three 
years in Athens.** It is probable that his jeremiads were not without exaggera- 
tion; but he was not far from the truth when he wrote that Athens had been 
a glorious city but was no longer alive. The very name of Athens would have 
perished from the memory of men had not its continued existence been se- 
cured by the valiant deeds of the past and by famous landmarks, the Acropolis, 
the Areopagus, Hymettus, and Piraeus, which like some unalterable work of 
nature were beyond the envy and destruction of time.°°* Michael remained 
at Athens until the beginning of the thirteenth century. After the conquest of 
the city by the Franks in 1204 he was forced to give up his seat to a Latin 
bishop, and he spent the rest of his life in the small island of Ceos, off the 
shores of Attica, where he died and was buried about 1220 or 1222. 

Michael Acominatus left a rich literary inheritance in the form of sermons 
and speeches on various subjects, as well as a great number of letters and some 
poetry, which give very valuable information on the political, social, and 
literary conditions of his time. Among his poems the first place belongs to an 
iambic elegy in honor of the city of Athens, “the first and also the only lamen- 
tation of the ruin of the ancient glorious city that has come down to us.”3* 
Gregorovius called Michael Acominatus a ray of sunlight which flashed in 
the darkness of medieval Athens, “the last great citizen and the last glory of 
that city of the sage.”°** Another writer said: “Alien by birth, he so identified 
himself with his adopted home that we may call him the last of the great 
Athenians worthy to stand beside those noble figures whose example he so 
glowingly presented to the people of his flock.”**° 

In the barbarism which surrounded Athens and of which Michael wrote, 
as well as in the corruption of the Greek language, one may see some traces of 
Slavonic influence. Moreover, some scholars, for example Th. Uspensky, judge 
it possible, on the basis of Michael’s works, to afm the existence in the twelfth 
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century around Athens of the important phenomenon of Slavonic community 
and free peasant landownership.** I cannot agree with this statement. 

The younger brother of Michael, Nicetas Acominatus or Choniates, holds 
the most important place among the historians of the twelfth and the begin- 
ning of the thirteenth century. Born about the middle of the twelfth century 
in the Phrygian city of Chonae, Nicetas, like his brother, had been sent in his 
childhood to Constantinople, where he studied under the guidance of his 
elder brother Michael. While the latter devoted himself to a spiritual career, 
Nicetas chose the secular career of an official; beginning, apparently, with the 
last years of the rule of Manuel, and rising to especial importance under the 
Angeli, he was attached to the court, and reached the highest degrees. Forced 
to flee from the capital after its sack by the crusaders in 1204, he sought refuge 
at the court of the Nicean emperor, Theodore Lascaris, who treated him with 
consideration, restored to him all his lost honors and distinctions, and enabled 
him to devote the last years of his life to his favorite literary work and to bring 
to an end his great history. Nicetas died at Nicaea soon after 1210. Michael 
outlived Nicetas and wrote at his death an emotional funeral oration which is 
very important from the point of view of Nicetas’ biography. 

His chief literary achievement is the great historical work in twenty books 
comprising the events from the time of John Comnenus’ accession to the 
throne to the first years of the Latin Empire (1118-1206). Nicetas’ work is a 
priceless source for the time of Manuel, the interesting rule of Andronicus, the 
epoch of the Angeli, the Fourth Crusade, and the taking of Constantinople 
by the crusaders in 1204. The beginning of his history, which treats of the time 
of John Comnenus, is very brief. The work breaks off with a minor event and 
accordingly fails to represent a complete whole; perhaps, as Th. Uspensky 
supposed, it has not yet been published in its complete form.®® For his history 
Nicetas acknowledged only two sources: narratives of eyewitnesses and per- 
sonal observation. The opinions of scholars vary as to whether Nicetas used 
John Cinnamus as his source.*®* The history of Nicetas is written in an in- 
flated, eloquent, and picturesque style; revealing profound knowledge both 
of ancient literature and of theology. However, the author himself held quite 
a different opinion of his style; in the introduction he wrote: “I did not care 
for a bombastic narrative, stuffed with ununderstandable words and elevated 
expressions, although many esteem it highly... . As I have already said, 
artificial and ununderstandable style is most repugnant to history, which, on 
the contrary, greatly prefers a simple, natural, and plain narrative.”*"° 
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In spite of some partiality in the exposition of the events of one reign or the 
other, Nicetas, who was firmly convinced of the full cultural superiority of 
“the Roman” over the western “barbarian,” deserves as a historian great trust 
and deep attention. In his special monograph on Nicetas Choniates, Th. 
Uspensky wrote: “Nicetas is worthy of study if only for the reason that, in his 
history, he treats of the most important epoch of the Middle Ages, when the 
hostile relations between west and east reached their highest point of strain 
and burst out in the Crusades and in the founding of the Latin Empire in 
Tsargrad (Constantinople). His opinions of the western crusaders and the 
mutual relations between west and east are distinguished by a deep truth and 
ingenuous historical sense that we do not find in the best works of western 
medieval literature.”3"* 

Besides the History, to Nicetas Choniates belong perhaps a small treatise 
upon the statutes destroyed by the Latins in Constantinople in 1204; some 
rhetorical writings, formal eulogies in honor of various emperors; and a theo- 
logical treatise which has not yet been published in full, The Treasure of 
Orthodoxy (@ynaavpés 6p80do€ias) ; this work, a continuation of the Panoply 
of Euthymius Zigabenus, was written after study of numerous writers and 
has as its object the refutation of a great number of heretical errors. 

Among the celebrated figures of the twelfth century in the field of general 
culture belongs also the talented teacher and friend of Michael Acominatus, 
the archbishop of Thessalonica, Eustathius, “the most brilliant luminary of 
the Byzantine world of learning since Michael Psellus.”*"* He received his 
education in Constantinople, became deacon of the church of St. Sophia, and 
was a teacher of rhetoric. He wrote most of his works there, but his historical 
writings and various occasional compositions he wrote later at Thessalonica. 
Eustathius’ house in Constantinople was a sort of school for young students; 
it became a center around which the best minds of the capital and youths 
anxious to learn collected.*”* As religious head of Thessalonica, the city next 
in importance to the capital, Eustathius devoted much of his energy to raising 
the spiritual and moral standard of contemporary monastic conditions, which 
sometimes created enemies against him among the monks.*”* From a cultural 
point of view his repeated appeals to the monks not to squander the treasures 
of the libraries are very interesting; he wrote: “Woe to me! Why will you, O 
dunces, liken a monastic library to your souls? As you do not possess any 
knowledge, you are willing to deprive the library also of its scientific means? 
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Let it preserve its treasures. After you there will come either a man of learning 
or an admirer of science, and the first, by spending a certain time in the librar- 
ies, will grow more clever than he was before; the other, ashamed of his com- 
plete ignorance, will, by reading books, find that which he desires.”*** Eusta- 
thius died between 1192 and 1194. His pupil and friend, the metropolitan of 
Athens, Michael Acominatus, honored his memory with a moving funeral 
oration. 

A thoughtful observer of the political life of his epoch, an educated theo- 
logian who boldly acknowledged the corruption of monastic life, as well as a 
profound scholar whose knowledge in ancient literature secured him an 
honorable place not only in the history of Byzantine civilization but also in 
the history of classical philology, Eustathius is undoubtedly a prominent per- 
sonality in the cultural life of Byzantium in the twelfth century. His literary 
legacy may be divided into two groups: in the first group are his vast and 
accurate commentaries on the Iliad and Odyssey, on Pindarus, and some 
others; to the second group belong the works written at Thessalonica: a history 
of the conquest of Thessalonica by the Normans in 1185; his very important 
correspondence; the famous treatise on the reforms of monastic life; an ora- 
tion on the occasion of the death of the Emperor Manuel, and other writings. 
Eustathius’ works have not yet been adequately used for the study of the 
political and cultural history of Byzantium.*”® 

At the close of the eleventh century and at the beginning of the twelfth there 
lived a very prominent theologian, Theophylact, archbishop of Achrida 
(Ochrida) in Bulgaria. He was born on the island of Euboea and for some 
time officiated as a deacon in St. Sophia in Constantinople. He received a very 
good education under the famous Michael Psellus. Then, probably under 
Alexius I Comnenus, he was appointed to the archbishopric of Achrida in 
Bulgaria, which at that time was under Byzantine power. Under the severe 
and barbarous living conditions in this country he was unable to forget his 
former life in Constantinople, and with all the force of his soul he wished to 
return to the capital. This wish was not fulfilled. He died in Bulgaria at the 
beginning of the twelfth century (about 1108, though the exact date is un- 
known). He was the author of some theological works, and his commentaries 
on the books of the Old and New Testament are particularly well known. 
But from the modern point of view his most important literary legacies are 
his letters and his book On the Errors of the Latins. Almost all his letters were 
written between rog1 and 1108,°"" and they draw an exceedingly interesting 
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picture of provincial Byzantine life. They deserve particular attention, and 
they have not yet been thoroughly studied from the point of view of the in- 
ternal history of the Empire. His book On the Errors of the Latins, was re- 
markable in its conciliatory tendencies towards the Catholic church.?"® 

Michael of Thessalonica lived and wrote during the reign of Manuel. He 
began his career as deacon and professor of exegesis of the gospels at St. Sophia 
in Constantinople, then received the honorable title of master of rhetors, and 
was finally condemned as a follower of the heresy of Soterichus Panteugenus 
and deprived of his titles.*“° He composed some orations in honor of Manuel, 
five of which were published; the last one was delivered as a funeral oration 
a few days after the Emperor’s death.**° Michael’s orations give some inter- 
esting details of the historical events of the time; the last two orations have not 
yet been used by any scholar. 

In the middle of the twelfth century one of the numerous Byzantine imita- 
tions of Lucian’s Dialogues among the Dead, Timarion was written. Usually, 
this work is considered as anonymous, but perhaps Timarion was the real 
name of the author.*** Timarion narrates the story of his journey to Hades 
and reproduces his conversations with the dead men whom he met in the 
underworld. He saw there Emperor Romanus Diogenes, John Italus, Michael 
Psellus, the iconoclastic emperor, Theophilus, and so on. Timarion, without 
doubt the best Byzantine achievement in the literary field of Lucian’s imita- 
tions, is full of vigor and humor. But apart from purely literary quality, Timar- 
ion is important for such descriptions of real life as the famous description of 
the fair of Thessalonica. Therefore, this piece of work of the Comnenian 
epoch is a very interesting source for the internal history of Byzantium.®*? 
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Another contemporary of the Comneni, John Tzetzes, who died probably 
at the close of the twelfth century, is of considerable importance from the 
literary, historical, and cultural point of view, as well as from the point of view 
of classical antiquity. He received a good philological education in the capital 
and for some time was a teacher of grammar. Then he devoted himself to 
literary activity by which he had to earn his living. In his writings John 
Tzetzes missed no opportunity to speak of the circumstances of his life; he 
depicted a man of the twelfth century living by literary work who constantly 
complained of poverty and misery, served the rich and noble, dedicated his 
writing to them, and often manifested his indignation at the too small recog- 
nition of his services. One day he fell into such want that of all his books none 
was left him but Plutarch. Lacking money, he sometimes lacked necessary 
books and, relying too much upon his memory, made in his writings a great 
number of elementary historical errors. In one of his works he wrote, “For 
me my head is my library; with our complete lack of money we have no books. 
Therefore I cannot name exactly the writer.”*** In another work he wrote of 
his memory: “God has shown in life no one man, either formerly or now, 
who possesses a better memory than Tzetzes.”*** The acquaintance of Tzetzes 
with ancient and Byzantine writers was indeed very considerable; he was 
familiar with many poets, dramatists, historians, orators, philosophers, geog- 
raphers, and literary men, especially Lucian. Tzetzes’ works are written in 
rhetorical style stuffed with mythological and historical references and quota- 
tions, are full of self-praise, difficult and rather uninteresting to read. Among 
his numerous writings is the collection of his 107 letters, which in spite of 
their literary defects, is of some importance both for the biography of the 
author and for the biography of the persons addressed. A Book of Stories 
(BiBdos ioropi@y) written in so-called political, or popular meter,*** a 
poetical work of historical and philological character, consists of more than 
12,000 lines. Since the time of its first editor, who divided the work, for con- 
venience of quotation, into the first thousand lines, the second, and so on, it is 
usually called “Chiliads” (Thousands). The Histories or Chiliads of John 
Tzetzes were described by Krumbacher as, “nothing but a huge commentary 
in verse on his own letters which, letter after letter, are interpreted in them. 
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The relation between his letters and Chiliads are so close that the one may be 
considered as a detailed index to the other.”*** This reason alone deprives 
Chiliads of any great literary significance. Another scholar, V. Vasilievsky, 
severely remarked “that Chiliads are from a literary standpoint complete non- 
sense, but that sometimes they really explain what remained dark in prose,”?*" 
that is, in Tzetzes’ letters. Another large work by John Tzetzes is Allegories 
to the Iliad and Odyssey, written also in political verse; it is dedicated to the 
wife of the Emperor Manuel, the German princess Bertha-Irene, who was 
called by the author the “most Homeric of queens” (6unpixwrdrn),*** i.e., 
the greatest admirer of “all-wise Homer, sea of words,” “a bright moon of full 
moon, the light-bringer who appears washed not by the waves of ocean, but 
by the light-bringer [sun] itself who in its splendor appears from its purple 
bed.”**° Tzetzes’ aim was, by giving the contents of the poems of Homer, one 
after another, to expound them, especially from the point of view of allegorical 
interpretation of the world of gods represented by Homer. In the beginning 
of his Allegories Tzetzes said conceitedly, “Thus, I am starting my task, and 
striking Homer with the staff of my word, I shall make him accessible to all, 
and his unseen depths will appear before everyone.”*°° This work, declared 
Vasilievsky, also lacks “not only good taste, but also sound sense.”*** Besides 
these works John Tzetzes left some other writings on Homer, Hesiod, scholia 
(critical or explanatory marginal notes) to Hesiod, Aristophanes, some poetry, 
and some others. Not all of the works of John Tzetzes have been published, 
and some of them seem to have been lost. 

In view of these comments, one might question whether John Tzetzes has 
any importance as a cultural force in the twelfth century. But taking into con- 
sideration his extraordinary zeal and assiduity for collecting material, his 
writings are a rich source of important antiquarian notes of considerable 
significance for classical literature. Moreover, the method of the author’s work 
and his vast acquaintance with classical literature makes possible some con- 
clusions upon the character of the literary “renaissance” of the epoch of the 
Comneni. 

His elder brother, who worked on philology and metric, Isaac Tzetzes 
hardly needs to be mentioned, but in philological literature “the brothers 
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Tzetzae” were often spoken of as if both brothers were of equal importance. 
In reality Isaac Tzetzes did not distinguish himself in anything, and it would 
therefore be more accurate to give up referring to “the brothers Tzetzae.” 

A very interesting and typical personality of the epoch of the first three 
Comneni, especially of John and Manuel, is the very learned poet, Theodore 
Prodromus, or Ptochoprodromus (the poor Prodromus), as he sometimes 
named himself in order to arouse pity, in a rather false spirit of humility. 
Various works of Prodromus afford much material for study to philologist 
and philosopher, theologian and historian. Although the published works 
ascribed with more or less reason to Prodromus are very numerous, neverthe- 
less there is preserved among the manuscripts of different libraries in the West 
and East not a little material which has not yet been published. At the present 
time the personality of Prodromus evokes among scholars great divergences of 
judgment, for it is not clear to whom actually belong the numerous writings 
ascribed in manuscripts to Prodromus. One group of scholars recognize two 
writers with the name of Prodromus, another group three, and still a third 
group only one.**? The problem has not yet been solved, and probably a solu- 
tion will be possible only when the whole literary inheritance connected with 
the name of Prodromus has been published. 

The best period of Prodromus’ activity was the first half of the twelfth cen- 
tury. His uncle, under the monastic name of John, was a metropolitan of Kiev 
(John II), in Russia, and a Russian chronicle states under the year 1089 that he 
was “a man skillful in books and learning, clement to the poor and 
widows.”**? In all probability, Prodromus died about 1150. 

Prodromus belonged, said Diehl, to a degenerate class in Constantinople, the 
“literary proletariat consisting of intelligent, cultivated, even distinguished 
men whom life, by its rigors, had peculiarly abased, not counting vice which 
in connection with misery had sometimes led them strangely astray and mis- 
directed them.’”®** Acquainted with court circles and in contact with the im- 
perial family and high and powerful officials, the miserable writers strove 
with difficulty to obtain protectors whose generosity might render them secure. 
The whole life of Prodromus passed in search of protectors, in continuous com- 
plaints of poverty and sickness, or old age, and in supplications for support. 
For this purpose he spared no flattery or humiliation, regardless of whom he 
had to ask for support and whom he had to flatter. But Prodromus must be 
given credit for remaining almost always faithful to one person, even in his 
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disgrace and misfortune; this person was the sister-in-law of Manuel, Irene. 
The situation of men of letters like Prodromus was at times very hard; for ex- 
ample, in one piece in verse, which was formerly ascribed to Prodromus, the 
author expressed regret that he was not a shoemaker or tailor, a dyer or baker, 
for they have something to eat; but the author received irony from the first 
man he meets: “Eat thy writings and feed upon them, my dear! Chew greedily 
thy writings! Take off thy ecclesiastic garments, and become a worker!”*** 
A great many writings of very different character have been preserved under 
the name of Prodromus. Prodromus was a novelist, a hagiographer, and orator, 
the author of letters and of an astrological poem, of religious poems and 
philosophical works, of satires and humorous pieces. Many of them are oc- 
casional compositions commemorating victories, birth, death, marriage, and 
the like, and they are very valuable for their allusions to personalities and 
events as well as for information concerning the life of the lower classes in the 
capital. Prodromus has often incurred severe censure from scholars who 
emphasize his “pitiful poverty of themes” and the “disgusting external form 
of his poetical exercises,”*** and say that “poetry can not be required from 
authors who write to get bread.”*°” But this adverse judgment may be ex- 
plained by the fact that for a long time Prodromus was judged by his weakest, 
though unfortunately best known, writings; for example, by his long bombas- 
tic novel in verse, Rhodanphe and Dosicles, which some scholars call desper- 
ately dull and a real trial to read.*°* This opinion can hardly be regarded as 
the final word. A survey of his work as a whole, including his prose essays, 
satiric dialogues, libels and epigrams in which he followed the best examples 
of antiquity, especially Lucian, calls for a revision in his favor of the general 
judgment of his literary activity. In these writings are keen and amusing ob- 
servations of contemporary reality which undoubtedly make them interest- 
ing for social history in general and literary history in particular. Prodromus 
is noteworthy also for one very important contribution. In some of his writings, 
especially humorous works, he gave up the artificial classic language and had 
recourse to the spoken Greek of the twelfth century, of which he left very in- 
teresting specimens. Great credit is due him for this. The best Byzantine schol- 
ars today accordingly acknowledge that in spite of all his defects Prodromus 
without doubt belongs among the remarkable phenomena of Byzantine litera- 
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ture, and is, “as few Byzantines are, a distinctly pronounced cultural and 
historical figure.”*°° 

Under the Comneni and Angeli lived also a humanist, Constantine Stilbes, 
of whom very little is known. He received a very good education, was a teacher 
at Constantinople, and later received the title of master of literature. Thirty- 
five pieces, almost all of them in verse, composed by Stilbes, are known, but are 
not yet published.*°° The best known of his poems is that on the great fire that 
occurred in Constantinople on July 25, 1197; it was the first mention of this 
fact. This poem consists of 938 verses and gives much information on the topog- 
raphy, structures, and customs of the capital of the Eastern Empire. In another 
poem, Stilbes described another fire in Constantinople in the following year, 
1198. The literary legacy of Stilbes, preserved in many European libraries, and 
his personality certainly deserve further investigation.*°* 

In the epoch of the Comneni, the dull Byzantine chronicle has also several 
representatives who began their narrative with the creation of the world. 
George Cedrenus, who lived under Alexius Comnenus, brought his history 
down to the beginning of the rule of Isaac Comnenus, in 1057; his narration 
of the period from 811 on is almost identical with the text of the chronicler of 
the second half of the eleventh century, John Scylitzes, whose Greek original 
has not yet been published. John Zonaras wrote in the twelfth century not the 
usual dry chronicle but “a manual of world history evidently intended for 
higher requirements,’*°? which rested upon reliable sources; he brought his 
history down to the accession to the throne of John Comnenus in 1118. The 
chronicle of Constantine Manasses, written in the first half of the twelfth 
century in political verses, and dedicated to the enlightened sister-in-law of 
Manuel, Irene, carries the history down to the ascension to the throne of 
Alexius Comnenus in 1081. Some years ago a continuation of Manasses’ 
Chronicle was published. It contains seventy-nine verses, covering briefly the 
time from John Comnenus to the first Latin Emperor in Constantinople, 
Baldwin; almost half deals with Andronicus I.*°? Manasses also wrote an 
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iambic poem probably entitled “Odouropixdyv (Itinerarium), dealing with 
contemporary events, which was published in 1904.4°* Finally, Michael Glycas 
wrote in the twelfth century a world chronicle of events down to the death of 
Alexius Comnenus in 1118. 

As far as Byzantine art is concerned, the epoch of the Comneni and Angeli 
was the continuation of the second Golden Age, the beginning of which many 
scholars ascribe to the middle of the ninth century, i.e., from the accession of 
the Macedonian dynasty. Of course, the troubled period in the eleventh cen- 
tury, just before the accession of the Comnenian Dynasty, interrupted for a 
short time the splendor of artistic achievements under the Macedonian 
Emperors. But with the new dynasty of the Comneni, the Empire regained 
some of its former glory and prosperity, and Byzantine art seemed able to 
continue the brilliant tradition of the Macedonian epoch. But a kind of for- 
malism and immobility may be marked under the Comneni. “In the eleventh 
century we already mark a decline in the feeling for the antique; natural free- 
dom gives place to formalism; the theological intention becomes more ob- 
viously the end for which the work is undertaken. The elaborate iconographi- 
cal system belongs to this period.”*°° In another book Dalton said, “The 
springs of progress dried up; there was no longer any power of organic 
growth. . . . As the Comnenian period advanced, sacred art became itself a 
kind of ritual, memorized and performed with an almost unconscious direc- 
tion of the faculties. It no longer had fire or fervor; it moved insensibly 
towards formalism.”*°° 

But this does not mean that Byzantine art under the Comneni was in a state 
of decay. Especially in the field of architecture there were many remarkable 
monuments. At Constantinople the beautiful palace of Blachernae was 
erected, and the Comneni left the former imperial residence, the so-called 
Great Palace, and settled in a new palace, at the end of the Golden Horn. The 
new imperial residence was in no way inferior to the Great Palace, and con- 
temporary writers have left enthusiastic descriptions of it.*°’ The abandoned 
Great Palace fell into decay. In the fifteenth century it was only a ruin and the 
Turks completed its destruction. 

The name of the Comneni is also connected with the construction or recon- 
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struction of several churches; for example, the Pantocrator at Constantinople, 
which became the burial place of John II and Manuel I Comneni and in which 
later on, in the fifteenth century, were to be buried the Emperors Manuel II 
and John VIII Palaeologi. The famous church of Chora (Qahrieh jami) was 
reconstructed at the beginning of the twelfth century. Churches were being 
built not only in the capital, but also in the provinces.*°* In the West, at Venice, 
the cathedral of St. Mark, reproducing in plan the Church of the Apostles at 
Constantinople and reflecting in its mosaics Byzantine influence, was solemnly 
consecrated in 1095. In Sicily, many buildings and mosaics of Cefalu, Palermo, 
and Monreale, reproducing the best achievements of Byzantine art, belong to 
the twelfth century. In the East, the mosaics in the Church of the Nativity at 
Bethlehem are important remains of an elaborate decoration executed by east 
Christian mosaicists for Emperor Manuel Comnenus in 1169.*°® Thus, in the 
East as in the West, “the influence of Greek art remained all powerful in the 
twelfth century, and even where it might be least expected, among the 
Normans of Sicily and the Latins of Syria, Byzantium continued to initiate 
and to lead in elegance.”**® 

Very important frescoes of the eleventh and twelfth centuries have been dis- 
covered in Cappadocia and southern Italy; also in Russia, at Kiev, Chernigov, 
Novgorod and in its neighborhood, some beautiful frescoes were made by 
Byzantine artists at the same time. Many artistic specimens of the epoch are to 
be found in ivory carvings, pottery and glass, metal work, seals, and engraved 
gems.*?? 

But, in spite of all artistic achievements of the epoch of the Comneni and 
Angeli, the first period of the second Golden Age contemporary with the 
Macedonian dynasty was more brilliant and more creative. Therefore, one 
cannot agree with the statement by a French writer: “In the twelfth century 
the political and military fortune of Byzantium is shaken never to rise again. 
Nevertheless, the creative power of the Empire and of the Christian Orient 
reaches, in that epoch, its apogee.”*** 

The Byzantine renaissance of the twelfth century is interesting and impor- 
tant not only by itself and for itself; it was an essential part of the general west 
European renaissance of the twelfth century which has been so well described 
and expounded by C. H. Haskins in The Renaissance of the Twelfth Century. 
In the first two lines of his preface he said, “The title of this book will appear 
to many to contain a flagrant contradiction. A renaissance in the twelfth cen- 
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tury!” There is no contradiction at all. In the twelfth century western Europe 
witnessed the revival of the Latin classics, of the Latin language, of Latin prose 
and of Latin verse, of jurisprudence and philosophy, of historical writings; it 
was the epoch of the translations from Greek and Arabic and of the beginning 
of the universities. And Haskins was absolutely right when he said, “It is not 
always sufficiently realized that there was also a notable amount of direct con- 
tact with Greek sources, both in Italy and in the east, and that translations 
made directly from Greek originals were an important, as well as a more direct 
and faithful, vehicle for the transmission of ancient learning.” *** In the 
twelfth century direct intercourse between Italy and Byzantium, especially 
Constantinople, was more frequent and extensive than might be expected at 
first sight. In connection with the religious plans of the Comneni to draw 
nearer to Rome, many disputations were held at Constantinople, very often 
before the emperors, with the participation of the learned members of the 
Catholic Church who had come to the Byzantine capital for the purpose of a 
reconciliation between the two churches. These discussions greatly contributed 
to the transmission of Greek learning to the West. Moreover the trade relations 
of the Italian commercial republics with Byzantium, and the Venetian and 
Pisan quarters at Constantinople brought into residence there a number of 
Italian scholars who learned Greek and transmitted a certain amount of Greek 
learning to the West. Especially under Manuel Comnenus was there “a steady 
procession of missions to Constantinople, papal, imperial, French, Pisan, and 
others, and a scarcely less continuous succession of Greek embassies to the 
west, reminding us of the Greeks in Italy in the early fifteenth century.” *** 

Taking into consideration all this activity the conclusion is that the cultural 
movement of the epoch of the Comneni and Angeli is one of the brilliant pages 
in the history of Byzantium. In previous epochs Byzantium had had no such 
revival, and this revival of the twelfth century becomes of much greater im- 
portance when it is compared with the cultural revival at the same time in the 
West. The twelfth century may certainly be designated as the first Hellenic 
renaissance in the history of Byzantium. 
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CHAPTER VIII: THE EMPIRE OF NICAEA 
(1204-61) 


NEW STATES FORMED ON BYZANTINE TERRITORY 


HE Fourth Crusade, which had ended in the taking and sacking of Con- 
TL stantinople, brought about the disintegration of the Byzantine Empire 
and the formation, on its territory, of a great number of states, partly Frankish, 
partly Greek, of which the former received western European feudal organiza- 
tion. The Franks formed the following states: the Latin or Constantinopolitan 
Empire, the Kingdom of Thessalonica (Salonica), the principality of Achaia 
in the Peloponnesus (Morea) and the Duchy of Athens and Thebes in middle 
Greece. The sway of Venice extended over the Byzantine islands of the Aegean 
and Ionian Seas, the island of Crete, and a number of littoral and inland places. 
Along with the Latin feudal possessions on the territory of the disintegrated 
Eastern Empire, three independent Greek centers were formed; the Empire 
of Nicaea and the Empire of Trebizond in Asia Minor, and the Despotat of 
Epirus in northern Greece. Baldwin, count of Flanders, became Emperor of 
Constantinople and master of the greater part of Thrace; Boniface, marquess 
of Montferrat, became king of Thessalonica (Salonica), with power extending 
over Macedonia and Thessaly; William of Champlitte and after him Geoffrey 
de Villehardouin were princes in the Peloponnesus (Morea), and Othon de la 
Roche took the title of duke (sire), or, as he was called by his Greek subjects, 
Megaskyr or “Great Lord” of both Athens and Thebes. In the three Greek 
states the following princes reigned: at Nicaea (in Bithynia), Theodore I 
Lascaris; at Trebizond, Alexius I Comnenus; and in the Despotat of Epirus, 
Michael I Angelus Ducas Comnenus. Moreover, the two foreign states—the 
Second Bulgarian Empire through the activity of its kings Kalojan and John 
Asen II, and the Sultanate of Rum or Iconium in Asia Minor—took an active 
part in the complicated international life which after 1204 was established on 
the ruins of the Byzantine Empire. This was especially true of Bulgaria. 

The whole thirteenth century was full of continuous clashes and strife be- 
tween these states in the most various combinations: the Greeks struggled 
against the Frankish newcomers, the Turks and Bulgars; the Greeks strove 
against the Greeks, introducing in the form of national discord, new elements 
of dissolution into the life of a country which was already disorganized 
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enough; the Franks fought against the Bulgars; and so forth. All these mili- 
tary conflicts were followed by the making of various and, to a large extent, 
transient international alliances and understandings, which were easily con- 
cluded and equally easily broken. 

After the disaster of 1204 the problem of where the political, economic, na- 
tional, religious, and cultural center should exist, and where the idea of uni- 
fication and order might be created and strengthened, was extremely impor- 
tant. The feudal states founded in the East on the western models, and com- 
mercial factories, where everyone pursued his personal interests, led, under 
the conditions of general anarchy, to further dissolution; they could neither 
create a new order nor adequately manage the inheritance which they had 
received after the Fourth Crusade. “All these Western enclaves in the East 
reacted not creatively, but destructively,” said one historian, “and therefore 
they were themselves destroyed; but the Orient remained master over the 
Orient.” 


Beginnings of the Empire of Nicaea and the Lascarids 


In the Empire of Nicaea the idea of Greek national unification and recon- 
struction of the Byzantine state was formed and strengthened, and it was 
from this empire that Michael Palaeologus came, the leader who in 1261 took 
possession of Constantinople and restored, though to much less than its former 
extent, the Byzantine Empire. For a time it might have been thought that the 
task of the restoration of the Greek empire would be reserved for another 
Greek center, the Despotat of Epirus; but for many reasons the despots of 
Epirus were forced to yield to the increasing importance of Nicaea and to 
give up the leading role in the Christian East. The third Greek center, the Em- 
pire of Trebizond, lay too far away to be able to play the leading part in the 
process of the unification of the Greeks; therefore the history of Trebizond 
has its own special interest, political as well as cultural and economic, and de- 
serves a particular investigation of its own. 

The founder of the Empire of Nicaea, “an Empire in exile,” was Theodore 
Lascaris, a man about thirty years old, related to the house of the Angeli 
through his wife Anna, daughter of the former Emperor Alexius III, and to 
the house of the Comneni through Alexius III. The origin of the Lascarids 
and the name of Theodore’s native city are not known. Under Alexius III he 
held military command and fought energetically against the crusaders.” In 
all likelihood he had been regarded as a possible emperor of Byzantium by 
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the Constantinopolitan clergy after the flight of Alexius Ducas Murzuphlus 
(Mourtzouphlos) and up to the very moment of the taking of the capital by 
the crusaders; but at that time he fled to Asia Minor. There also sought shelter 
from the invasion of the crusaders numerous representatives of the Byzantine 
civil and military nobility, some prominent members of the church, and some 
other fugitives who did not wish to be under the yoke of the foreign power. 
The last Greek patriarch of Constantinople, John Camaterus, however, left 
the capital for Bulgaria and refused to come to Nicaea on Theodore’s invita- 
tion. The metropolitan of Athens, Michael Acominatus, who had withdrawn 
into exile before the invading Latins, wrote a letter in which he recommended 
to the favorable attention of Theodore Lascaris a certain Euboean. He wrote 
thatthe latter had gone secretly to Nicaea, preferring the life of an exile at the 
palade of a Greek (Romaic) state to a stay in his native country oppressed by 
the phefone ; in the same letter Michael emphasized the fact that, if the 
Eu found shelter at Nicaea, it would greatly impress the whole popula- 
tion of\Greece who “would regard Theodore as a single universal liberator,” 
that is to say, a liberator of the whole of Romania.® 

After the death of Theodore Lascaris, who ruled from 1204 to 1222, there 
reigned his son-in-law, his daughter Irene’s husband, John III Ducas Vatatzes 
(1222-1254),* the most talented and energetic emperor of Nicaea. After his 
death the throne was in the power, first of his own son Theodore II (1254- 
1258), and then of his grandson John IV (1258-1261), who was a minor dur- 
ing his reign. The latter was dethroned by Michael Palaeologus, the restorer 
of the Byzantine Empire. 

The situation of the new state in Bithynia was extremely dangerous: from 
the east it was threatened by the powerful sultan of Iconium, who occupied 
the whole interior of Asia Minor and was also master of a part of the Medi- 
terranean shore in the south and of a part of the Black Sea coast in the north; 
from the west the state of Nicaea was pushed back by the Latin Empire, which 
set as one of its chief goals the destruction of the new state of Nicaea. A com- 
plicated and difficult task devolved upon Theodore Lascaris, who ruled for 
about the first four years with the title not of emperor, but of despot. Within 
the country anarchy prevailed; in several parts of the state there arose inde- 
pendent rulers; the city of Nicaea shut its gates to Theodore. 

Meanwhile, the Latin knights who had established themselves at Con- 
stantinople determined, in the same year, 1204, to conquer Asia Minor. Their 
military operations there were very successful. It seemed to the Greeks of Asia 
Minor that all was host. Villehardouin said, “the people of the country took 
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the part of the Franks and began to pay them tributes.”® At this critical mo- 
ment for the new state came the sudden news that the Latin emperor, Baldwin, 
had been captured by the Bulgars. 

Since 1196 there had sat upon the Bulgarian throne Kalojan (John, Johan- 
nitsa), who, during the time of the Angeli, had been a terrible enemy of By- 
zantium. The Latin state established in the Balkan peninsula complicated the 
situation exceedingly. It was absolutely clear that the crusaders and Bulgars 
would have to raise the question of dominion in the Balkan peninsula. The 
relations between them became at once very strained, for the crusaders had 
reacted insultingly to Kalojan’s friendly propositions, giving him to under- 
stand that he could not regard the Latin emperor as his equal, but must look 
up to him as a serf looks up to his master; and the Latins warned Kalojan that 
if he failed in respect, the crusaders would conquer Bulgaria by force of arms 
and reduce him to his former servile state.° 

Having thus provoked the anger of the Bulgarian king, the Latins at the 
same time also irritated the Greek population of Thrace and Macedonia by 
insulting Greek religious beliefs and rites. The secret relations of the Greeks 
with King Kaloyjan prepared in the Balkan peninsula an insurrection in favor 
of the Bulgars.” It may be supposed that the former patriarch of Constanti- 
nople, John Camaterus, who is known to have lived in Bulgaria, played an 
important part in the formation of the Byzantine-Bulgarian alliance in 1204-5.° 
This alliance, Th. Uspensky said, “put an end to Kalojan’s hesitations and 
fixed the plan of his future actions. To come out as a protector of orthodoxy 
and of the Greco-Bulgarian population against the Catholic Latin predomi- 
nance and therewith to take upon himself the task of reviving the weakened 
imperial power in Byzantium became thereafter the chief motive of Kalojan’s 
undertakings against the crusaders.”® The tsar of Bulgaria longed for the 
crown of the Byzantine basileus. 

The Greco-Bulgarian insurrection which had broken out in the Balkan 
peninsula, compelled the crusaders to recall to Europe the troops that had 
been sent to Asia Minor to fight against Theodore Lascaris. In the battle of 
Hadrianople, on the fifteenth of April, 1205, Kalojan, supported by the Cu- 
man (Polovtzi) cavalry in his army, dealt a decisive defeat to the crusaders. 
In this battle fell the flower of Western chivalry, and the Emperor Baldwin 
himself was taken prisoner by the Bulgars. The fate of the captured emperor 
is not known; but, apparently, by order of the Bulgarian king, Baldwin was 
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slain in some manner.’° Because of the lack of information on Baldwin’s end, 
his brother Henry was elected regent of the Latin Empire for the time of 
Baldwin’s absence. More than eight hundred years before, in 378, another 
Roman emperor, Valens, had been killed near Hadrianople in his conflict 
with the Goths. 

The old doge, Enrico Dandolo, who had also taken part in the battle and 
conducted the hard night retreat of the remains of the defeated troops, died 
shortly after this disaster and was buried in St. Sophia. As a widespread 
tradition states, his corpse remained there till the taking of Constantinople by 
the Turks, when the Sultan Muhammed II commanded the body of the 
Venetian hero to be destroyed."? 

The defeat of Hadrianople placed the crusaders in a desperate situation. It 
was a blow to the Latin Empire that, at the very beginning of its political ex- 
istence, undermined its whole future. “The dominion of the Franks over 
Romania ended on this terrible day,”!? declared Gelzer, and it is true that “the 
destiny of the Latin Empire of Constantinople, for a certain period of time, 
was entirely in the hands of the Bulgarian king.””* 

The battle of Hadrianople had the greatest significance both for the Bul- 
garian kingdom and for the Empire of Nicaea. The Greeks of Macedonia and 
Thrace, lacking a national center in Europe and not foreseeing Nicaea’s future 
significance in that connection, considered it possible to come to an agreement 
and to make common cause with the Bulgars against the Latins; the best 
possible opportunity was open to Kalojan to carry out his ambitious plan, 
namely, to establish on the site of the hostile Frankish realm a great Greco- 
Slavonic state in the Balkan peninsula with its center at Constantinople. But, 
as V.G. Vasilievsky wrote, “the Slavonic rulers could not succeed in making a 
representative of the Greco-Slavonic world play an imperial world role. Ka- 
lojan’s ambition to found a Greco-Bulgarian kingdom in the Balkan peninsula, 
with the capital at Constantinople, remained in the realm of dreams.”** 

Meanwhile, the unnatural Greco-Bulgarian friendly understanding, which 
had brought about the victory of Hadrianople, promptly broke down, as soon 
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as the Balkan Greek patriots saw in the sovereign of Nicaea a possible liberator 
from the Latin conquerors and a spokesman for their national expectations 
and hopes. In the Balkan peninsula there appeared clearly expressed anti- 
Bulgarian tendencies, against which the king of Bulgaria opened a merciless 
and destructive war. According to the statement of a contemporary source, 
Kalojan was avenging the evils which the Emperor Basil II had inflicted upon 
the Bulgars. The latter had been given the name of the “slayer of Bulgars” 
(Bulgaroctonus); Kalojan proudly styled himself the “slayer of Romans” 
(Romaioctonus, Romaioktonos). The Greeks surnamed him “Dog-John” (in 
Greek Skyloioannes) ;*° in his letter a Latin emperor calls him a “great de- 
stroyer of Greece” (magnus populator Graeciae).”® 

“Here manifested itself,” stated a Bulgarian historian, “the purely Bulgarian 
national tendency, which guided the imperialistic policy of the King Kalojan 
against the Greek element, this sworn enemy of Bulgarian national inde- 
pendence, even in the moment of the alliance with the Greek cities of Thrace 
against the Latin Empire.”** 

The bloody campaign of John in Thrace and Macedonia ended fatally for 
him. At the siege of Thessalonica (1207) he died a violent death. A Greek 
legend inserted into the tales of the miracles of the martyr St. Demetrius, 
which exist in Greek and Slavonic versions, as well as in the old Russian 
chronographies, speaks of him as an enemy of the Orthodox church, stricken 
down by the saintly patron of the city. Thus the king of Bulgaria was unable 
to take advantage of circumstances which were very favorable to him after 
the victory of Hadrianople. In his person, Nikov said, there “disappeared from 
the historical stage one of the greatest diplomatists Bulgaria had ever borne.”*® 

But on the other hand, the battle of Hadrianople, which had destroyed the 
strength of the Frankish dominion at Constantinople, saved the Empire of 
Nicaea from ruin and gave it hope for a new life. Theodore Lascaris, who had 
escaped the danger from his western neighbor, set to work actively to organ- 
ize his state. First of all, when Theodore had succeeded in establishing him- 
self firmly at Nicaea, the question was raised of proclaiming him emperor 
instead of despot. As the Greek patriarch of Constantinople, who after the 
Frankish invasion had withdrawn to Bulgaria, refused to come to Nicaea, a 
new patriarch, Michael Autoreanus, was elected there in 1208; he had his resi- 
dence at Nicaea and crowned Theodore Emperor in the same year, 1208.'° 
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This event of 1208 had very great significance for the subsequent history of the 
state of Nicaea: Nicaea became the center of the Empire, as well as of the 
Church. By the side of the shaken Latin Empire there grew up this second 
empire which gradually unified a rather considerable territory in Asia Minor, 
and by little and little drew the attention and hopes of the European Greeks. 
In the treaty concluded about 1220 between Theodore Lascaris and the Vene- 
tian representative at Constantinople (podesté) the official title of the former, 
apparently acknowledged by Venice, was: “Theodorus, in Christo Deo fidelis 
Imperator et moderator Romeorum et semper augustus, Comnenus Las- 
carus.”*® The formation of a new empire caused strained relations with the 
Empire of Constantinople; the two empires established on the ruins of the 
single Byzantine Empire could not live on friendly and peaceful terms. 
Nicaea, located about forty English miles from Constantinople, became 
the capital of the new empire. Its position at the intersection of five or six roads, 
gave it a special political importance. Nicaea had achieved fame in Byzantine 
history as the site of two ecumenical councils, and its inhabitants boasted of 
the powerful walls, towers, and gates erected in the Middle Ages. These are 
still well preserved today. A short time before the First Crusade Nicaea had 
succumbed to the Seljuq Turks, but the crusaders who had taken the city 
away from them had been compelled, to their great discontent, to return it to 
Alexius Comnenus. Magnificent palaces and numerous churches and monas- 
teries, of which now not a trace remains, adorned medieval Nicaea.”* Speaking 
of Nicaea and recalling the First Ecumenical Council, an Arabian traveler 
of the twelfth century, al-Harawy (el-Herewy) wrote: “In the church of 
this city one may see the image of the Messiah and the portraits of the Fathers 
enthroned on their seats. This church is the object of particular reverence.” 
The Byzantine and western historians of the thirteenth century point out the 
vast extent and wealth of Nicaea.”* A writer of the thirteenth century, Ni- 
cephorus Blemmydes, spoke of Nicaea in one of his poems: “Nicaea, a city 
with wide streets, full of people, well-walled, proud of what it encloses, being 
the most excellent mark of imperial sympathy.”* Finally, in the literature of 
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the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries are preserved two panegyrics of Nicaea. 
The author of one of them, Emperor Theodore II Lascaris, addressed Nicaea: 
“Thou hast surpassed all the cities, since the Romaeic state, many times divided 
and crushed by foreign troops ... has been founded, established, and 
strengthened only in thee.”?° The second panegyric was written by a very 
well-known statesman of the fourteenth century, a diplomat, politician and 
administrator, theologian, astronomer, poet, and artist, Theodore Meto- 
chites,2® whose name is associated with the famous mosaics of the Constanti- 
nople monastery Chora (now the mosque Kahrieh Jami), which have been 
preserved to the present time. 

Of the monuments of the Middle Ages to be fourtd in the miserable present- 
day Turkish city of Isnik (the distorted name of Nicaea) before the First 
World War, one might have pointed out, in addition to the city walls, the 
modest small church of the Assumption. This dated probably from the ninth 
century, and had fine mosaics, important for the study of Byzantine art.?” But 
during World War I Nicaea was bombarded, and no single house was left 
untouched. The Church of the Assumption suffered particularly; during the 
bombardment it was destroyed, and only the western arch under the dome 
and the southern part of the narthex have been preserved. The other famous 
church of Nicaea, the cathedral of Sophia, is also in a deplorable state.?® 

An interesting document has been preserved which shows, to a certain ex- 
tent, Theodore Lascaris’ conception of imperial power. It is called Silentinm 
(Yedévriov, othévriov), the name given at the time of Byzantium to the pub- 
lic imperial speeches delivered by the Emperors in the palace in the presence 
of the noblest persons of the Empire at the beginning of Lent. The Silentium 
is regarded as the throne speech of Theodore Lascaris delivered in 1208, im- 
mediately after his coronation.”® It was written by his contemporary, the very 
well-known historian Nicetas Choniates, who, after the sack of Constantinople 
by the Latins, had found a secure refuge at Nicaea. This rhetorically written 
speech shows that Theodore, like a Byzantine basileus, considered that his 
power was granted to him by God. “My Imperial Majesty has been placed by 
heaven as a father over the universal Roman state; the Will of God has laid 
upon me the power. . . .” God had granted Theodore for his zeal “the an- 
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nointment and power of David.” The unity of the Empire meant also unity 
in the church. “There shall be one fold and one shepherd,” Theodore de- 
clared at the end of the Silentium.”° It is true that this speech does not belong 
to the pen of the Emperor himself, but it reflects the prevailing opinion of the 
best-born and best-educated people of the Empire of Nicaea, an opinion based 
on solid grounds, after Theodore Lascaris, united by ties of parentage with 
the Angeli and Comneni, became the “Roman basileus” at Nicaea and real- 
ized that he continued the line of the Byzantine emperors. 


FOREIGN POLICY OF THE LASCARIDS AND THE 
RESTORATION OF THE BYZANTINE EMPIRE 


After the defeat of the Latins at Hadrianople, Theodore’s situation became 
temporarily a little easier. Baldwin’s successor on the Constantinopolitan 
throne, however, his brother Henry, an energetic and talented leader and 
ruler, after his coronation in St. Sophia somewhat recovered from the reverse 
with the Bulgars and again opened hostilities against Theodore, having it in 
mind to annex the possessions of Nicaea to the Latin Empire. The Emperor 
of Nicaea could not, by force of arms, check the successes of the Latins. But 
the Bulgarian danger to the Latins and the Seljuq danger to Theodore com- 
pelled both of them to come to an agreement and to conclude a truce, by the 
terms of which Theodore had to pull down several fortresses.** 


The Seljug Turks 


Theodore’s war with the Seljuq Sultan, to whom belonged the greater part 
of Asia Minor, had great importance for the new Empire of Nicaea. The ap- 
pearance of a new state, the Empire of Nicaea, was, undoubtedly, exceedingly 
disagreeable to the Turkish Sultanate of Iconium or Rum, for it hindered the 
Turks in their further advance to the West toward the coast of the Aegean 
Sea. To this main cause of the strained relations between the two states must 
be added the fact that Theodore Lascaris’ father-in-law, Alexius III Angelus, 
fled to the sultan and besought him for help to regain his lost throne. Availing 
himself of the opportunity of Alexius’ arrival, the sultan sent to Theodore a 
threatening demand to deliver the throne to him, concealing under this pre- 
text his real aim of taking possession of the whole of Asia Minor. Hostilities 
began; they took place particularly at Antioch, on the Maeander river, in 
Caria. The chief force of Theodore was the eight hundred brave western 
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mercenaries. In their fight with the Turks, they displayed great heroism and 
inflicted enormous losses on the enemy, but almost all of them were left dead 
on the field of battle. By his personal courage and great presence of mind, 
however, Theodore Lascaris regained control of the situation. In the follow- 
ing clash the sultan was slain, perhaps by Theodore himself. A contemporary 
source said, the sultan “fell as from a tower,” i.e. from the mare on which he 
was mounted.*? In the same battle the former emperor, Alexius III, who had 
taken refuge with the Turks, was captured. He put on the cowl and ended 
his life in one of the monasteries of Nicaea. 

This war seems to have brought about no great territorial changes for 
Theodore.** But the moral significance of the victory of the Greek Christian 
Emperor of Nicaea over the Muslims was very great: it confirmed the new Em- 
pire, revived the former Byzantine traditions of the struggle against Islam, 
and filled with joy and vigor the hearts of the Greeks, not only the Asiatics, 
but also the Europeans, who, for the first time, saw in Nicaea a possible center 
of their future unification. Nicetas Choniates wrote in honor of Theodore’s 
victory a long and bombastic panegyric.** Nicetas’ brother, Michael Acomi- 
natus, the former metropolitan of Athens, from the island of Ceos, where he 
was spending the last years of his life, sent Theodore a letter of congratulation 
in which he expressed his wish that Theodore might take possession of the 
throne of Constantine the Great in the place which our Lord had originally 
chosen,*° that is to say, in Constantinople. 


The Latin Empire 


But if the Greeks rejoiced in Theodore’s victory, the Latin emperor, Henry, 
who feared the brave western mercenaries of Theodore, was also contented 
with the same victory, however strange it may seem at first sight; since almost 
all these mercenaries had fallen in the war against the Turks, the victory, in 
the opinion of Henry, actually weakened the Emperor of Nicaea. A historian 
of that time said that Henry declared: “Lascaris has been vanquished, and 
has not vanquished.”** Henry was mistaken, however, because shortly after 
the war Theodore had again at his disposal a considerable number of Franks 
and well-armed Greeks.*” 
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The victory over the Turks allowed Theodore to open hostilities against 
Henry. At that time Theodore’s specific goal was to attack Constantinople 
with the support of his already considerable fleet. A very interesting letter, 
which Gerland called a manifesto,** was written by Henry from Pergamon at 
the beginning of the year 1212, addressed to “all his friends whom its con- 
tents may reach” (universis amicis suis ad quos tenor presentium pervenerit). 
The letter testifies that Henry regarded Theodore as a very dangerous foe; he 
wrote: “The first and greatest enemy was Lascaris who held the whole land 
beyond the Strait of Saint George®® as far as Turkey, and, setting up for an 
emperor, he often pressed upon us from that part. . . . Lascaris collected a 
very great number of galleys in order to take possession of Constantinople; 
therefore the city was trembling in great desolation, so that despairing of our 
return (from Asia Minor) many of our people were planning to flee across 
the sea; and a great many passed over to Lascaris promising him help against 
us... . All the Greeks began to murmur against us and promised Lascaris 
support if he would come to fight Constantinople.” The letter ends with an 
appeal to the Latins to support Henry. “To have full victory and possess our 
Empire we need a great number of Latins to whom we may give the land 
which we are acquiring and which we have acquired; for, as you know, it is 
not enough to acquire the land, but there must be those who can maintain 
it.”4° This letter shows clearly that Henry was greatly alarmed by the hostili- 
ties of Theodore Lascaris, and, furthermore, that the spirit of his new subjects 
was wavering. 

Nevertheless, this first attempt of Nicaea to restore the former capital of the 
Empire miscarried; the Empire of Nicaea was not yet sufficiently strong nor 
prepared for this purpose. The success was on the side of Henry, who pene- 
trated rather far into the interior of Asia Minor. In a letter recently published 
and dated apparently in the year 1213, Henry gives a brief account of his 
victory over the Greeks, who “with such insolence and abuse rose against the 
Roman church that they considered all its sons, devoted Latins, as dogs and, 
because of their contempt of our faith, generally called them dogs.””*? 

The peace concluded between the two emperors fixed exactly the borders 
of the two empires in Asia Minor: the northwestern part of the peninsula re- 
mained in the hands of the Latin Empire. In other words, without taking into 
consideration some insignificant territorial annexations made by the Latin 
Empire within the country, the Latin possessions in Asia Minor, after that 
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peace, differed very little from the possessions that the Empire had received 
in the partition of 1204.*? 

In 1216 the talented and energetic Henry died in the prime of life. He was 
admired and beloved even by the Greeks, and a Byzantine chronicler of the 
fourteenth century said that Henry was “a real Ares.”** The historians of the 
twentieth century also estimate highly his personality and activities. Gerland 
declared: “Of the [Latin] Empire Henry became the real founder. His institu- 
tions laid the basis upon which the Frankish dominion in Greece developed.”** 
“Henry’s death,” wrote A. Gardner, “was certainly a calamity for the Latins 
—possibly for the Greeks likewise—since his strong but conciliatory policy 
might have succeeded, if any policy ever could, in filling up the breach between 
East and West.”*° In the person of Henry the most dangerous enemy of Nicaea 
passed away. His successors on the Constantinopolitan throne were distin- 
guished neither for talent nor energy. 

In 1222 the founder of the Empire of Nicaea died. Theodore I Lascaris had 
created a Hellenic center in Asia Minor, unified the state, and attracted to it 
the attention of the European Greeks. He had laid the foundation upon which 
his successor was able to build a vast structure. In his eulogistic letters to Theo- 
dore Lascaris, Michael Acominatus wrote: “The capital hurled by the bar- 
barian inundation out of the walls of Byzantium to the shores of Asia in the 
shape of a miserable fragment has been received by thee, guided, and saved. 
. . . Thou ought to be called forever the new builder and peopler of the city 
of Constantine. . . . Looking only to thee and calling thee a savior and uni- 
versal liberator the people wrecked in the universal deluge take refuge in thy 
state as in a calm harbour. . . . No one of the emperors who reigned over 
Constantinople I consider equal to thee, except, of those nearer in time, the 
great Basil Bulgaroctonus, and of the more ancient, the noble Heraclius.”*° 


John Ill Ducas Vatatzes (1222-1254) 


After the death of Theodore I Lascaris, John III Ducas Vatatzes, the hus- 
band of his daughter Irene, ascended the throne of Nicaea and reigned from 
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1222 to 1254.** Although his predecessor had laid some foundation for the 
further development of the state of Nicaea, nevertheless its international posi- 
tion was such as to require urgently the rule of a decisive and energetic man. 
This man appeared in the person of John Vatatzes. 

At that time four states were contending for mastery over the East: the 
Empire of Nicaea, the Latin Empire, the Despotat of Epirus, and the Bul- 
garian Kingdom of John Asen II. John Vatatzes’ external policy, therefore, 
consisted on the one hand of wars, and on the other of alliances with one or 
another state. By a stroke of good fortune his three rivals in the Balkan pen- 
insula never acted jointly and decisively, but pursued a vacillating and weak- 
ening policy of interstate hostilities, or a policy of transient alliances. John 
Vatatzes thoroughly succeeded in managing the complicated international 
situation. 


The Despotat of Epirus and its relation to the Empire of Nicaea 


For the further destiny of the Empire of Nicaea the history of the Despotat 
of Epirus was extremely important. Epirus was the second Greek center, 
where, under certain conditions, might have been concentrated the interests 
of the western Greek patriots and from which might have come the idea of 
the restoration of the Byzantine Empire. The two Greek states, Epirus and 
Nicaea, which could not come to a satisfactory compromise in their rivalry 
to bring about Hellenic unification, were unavoidably to struggle to restore 
Byzantium. 

The founder of the Despotat of Epirus in 1204 was Michael I Angelus. The 
family of the Epirotic Angeli was related to the families of the Comneni and 
Ducae, and therefore the names of the rulers of Epirus are sometimes accom- 
panied by a long dynastic title “Angelus Comnenus Ducas.” Originally the 
possessions of the Despotat of Epirus had extended from Dyrrachium (Du- 
razzo) in the north to the Gulf of Corinth in the south; that is to say, they had 
occupied the territory of ancient Epirus, Acarnania, and Aetolia. The city of 
Arta became the capital of the new state. 

The history of the Despotat of Epirus in the thirteenth century is not yet 
thoroughly investigated and the sources are far from complete; for this reason, 
many questions still remain debatable and dark. Much light has been thrown 
upon the history of the Despotat by the letters of John Apocaucus (Apokau- 
kos), the metropolitan of Naupactus (Lepanto), which were published at the 
end of the nineteenth century by V. G. Vasilievsky.** 
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In its internal administration the Despotat did not differ from the system 
in use before 1204, when its territory had formed a province of the Byzantine 
Empire; the name of the form of government changed, but the people con- 
tinued to live on the basis of the Byzantine administration. Surrounded on 
all sides by the Latin and Slavonic states, on the east by the feudal Kingdom of 
Thessalonica, on the northeast by the Bulgarian Kingdom, and on the west 
by the possessions of Venice which threatened the coast of Epirus, the Despotat 
was obliged to develop a strong military power that might, in case of need, 
offer an adequate resistance to external foes. The mountainous and inaccessible 
nature of the country also served as a great support. The despot Michael I 
considered himself an absolutely independent ruler and did not recognize any 
superiority or leadership on the part of Theodore Lascaris of Nicaea. The 
church in the Despotat was also independent, and Michael I commanded the 
bishops to be ordained by the local metropolitans. 

The original task of the Despot of Epirus was to preserve Hellenism in the 
western districts of Greece from absorption by the neighboring Franks and 
Bulgars. Broader aims, which led the Despotat far beyond the narrow limits 
of its own interests, appeared and developed later. 

During the reign of Theodore Lascaris Nicaea seems to have had no con- 
flicts with the Despotat. With the ascension of John Vatatzes to the throne, 
circumstances changed. At that time the brother of the slain Michael, Theo- 
dore, sat on the throne of Epirus. His name is connected with the idea of the 
expansion of his state at the expense of the Latins and Bulgars. 

In his brother’s lifetime the new despot, Theodore Angelus, had stayed at 
the court of the Emperor of Nicaea. When the late Michael I had begged 
Theodore Lascaris to let his brother go back to Epirus to help the despot in 
ruling the state, the Emperor of Nicaea granted Michael’s request, having pre- 
viously exacted from Theodore of Epirus an oath of allegiance to him as em- 
peror as well as to his successors. Theodore Lascaris’ apprehensions proved 
well grounded. When Theodore Angelus had become the Despot of Epirus, 
he paid no attention to the oath he had taken to the Emperor of Nicaea, and 
when he judged it advisable, he opened hostilities against Nicaea. 

The first act that drew attention to Theodore Angelus was his capture of 
the Latin Emperor of Constantinople, Peter de Courtenay, count of Auxerre. 
After Henry’s death (1216), the barons elected as emperor his brother-in-law, 
Peter de Courtenay, who had married Yolande, the sister of Baldwin and 
Henry. At the time of his election he was with his wife in France. Having 
received the news of the election, he set out with her for Constantinople by 
way of Rome, where Pope Honorius III crowned Peter with the imperial 
crown, not in St. Peter’s, but in San Lorenzo Fuori le Mura, wishing to empha- 
size the fact that the Empire of Romania in the East was not the Empire of 
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Rome in the West,—a distinction which might have been obscured if the 
coronation of an eastern emperor had taken place in St. Peter’s, where the 
western emperors, beginning with Charlemagne and Otto I, had been 
crowned.*® From Italy Peter sent his wife, Yolande, by sea to Constantinople; 
he and his troops sailed across the Adriatic and landed near Dyrrachium, 
hoping to reach the capital by land. But Theodore Angelus attacked him from 
an ambush in the mountains of Epirus, and defeated and captured the greater 
part of Peter’s troops. The Emperor himself, according to one source, fell in 
battle; according to another, was seized by Theodore and died in Greek cap- 
tivity.” V. G. Vasilievsky said, this “deed of Theodore absolutely in Greek- 
Byzantine taste”*? produced a particularly strong impression on the West, 
where the chroniclers painted in the very darkest colors Theodore’s savagery 
and cruelty.°? The fate of Peter de Courtenay, like that of the first Latin Em- 
peror, Baldwin, is veiled in mystery; ir. all likelihood, Peter died in prison. 
Meanwhile, the widow of Peter, Yolande, who had reached Constantinople, 
governed the Empire for the two years before her death (1217-19). The 
death of Peter de Courtenay must be regarded as the first attack of the Despotat 
of Epirus, that is to say, of the western Hellenic center, upon the Latin new- 
comers to the Balkan peninsula. 

But the anti-Latin policy of Theodore Angelus did not stop there. Soon 
afterwards there arose the question of the Kingdom of Thessalonica (Salo- 
nika) whose king, Boniface of Montferrat, had been killed in 1207 in a fight 
with the Bulgars. After his death troubles and strife raged in the kingdom. 
As long as the energetic Latin Emperor, Henry, was alive, he could defend 
Thessalonica against its two most menacing foes, Bulgaria and Epirus. But 
after the death of Henry and of the new Latin Emperor, Peter de Courtenay, 
the Kindom of Thessalonica was unable to resist the aggressive policy of Theo- 
dore of Epirus. 

Theodore made war against the neighboring Latin kingdom, won the 
victory and in 1222, without great effort, took possession of Thessalonica, the 
second city in importance of the former Byzantine Empire and the first fief of 
the Latin Empire of Constantinople. “Thus, after only eighteen years of ex- 
istence, this ephemeral Lombard kingdom fell ingloriously—the first of the 
creations of the Fourth Crusade to succumb.”** Having seized Thessalonica 
and extended his dominions from the Adriatic to the Aegean, Theodore 
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judged it his right to assume the imperial crown, that is to say, to become em- 
peror of the Romans. This meant that he refused to recognize the title of 
John Vatatzes, who had just ascended the throne of Nicaea (1222). From the 
viewpoint of Theodore of Epirus, he himself, as a representative of the glori- 
ous families of the Angeli, Comneni, and Ducae, had a great advantage over 
John Vatatzes, a man of no very noble origin, who had mounted the throne 
only because he was Theodore Lascaris’ son-in-law. 

The question of who should crown Theodore at Thessalonica was next 
raised. The metropolitan of Thessalonica declined the honor, unwilling to 
violate the rights of the Greek patriarch, who was then living at Nicaea and 
had already crowned John Vatatzes. Accordingly Theodore turned to an- 
other hierarch, who was independent of the Orthodox patriarch of Nicaea, 
namely, to the autocephalous (independent of archiepiscopal or patriarchal 
jurisdiction) archbishop of Ochrida (Achrida) and of “all Bulgaria,” Deme- 
trius Chomatenus (Chomatianos), whose works, the letters in particular, have 
great interest for the history of the epoch. He crowned and anointed Theo- 
dore who “put on the purple robe and began to wear the red shoes,”** dis- 
tinctive marks of the Byzantine basileus. One of the letters of Demetrius 
Chomatenus shows that the coronation and anointment of Theodore of Epirus 
was performed “with the general consent of the members of the senate, who 
were in the west (that is, on the territory of the state of Thessalonica and 
Epirus), of the clergy, and of all the large army.”°* Another document testifies 
that the coronation and anointment were performed with the consent of all 
the bishops who lived “in that western part.”°° Finally, Theodore himself 
signed his edicts (chrysobulls) with the full title of the Byzantine Emperor: 
“Theodore in Christ God Basileus and Autocrat of the Romans, Ducas.”** 

Interesting and fresh information on this subject is contained in the precious 
collection of the letters of the above-mentioned metropolitan of Naupactus, 
John Apocaucus. From his correspondence, wrote V. G. Vasilievsky, “we learn 
for the first time what an active part in the Epirotic movement was taken by 
the Greek clergy and especially by the Greek bishops. The proclamation of 
Theodore Angelus as the Emperor of the Romans was considered very seri- 
ously; Thessalonica, which had passed over into his hands, was contrasted 
with Nicaea; Constantinople was openly indicated to him as the nearest goal 
of his ambition and as an assured gain; in speech, thought, and writing, it was 
the common opinion that he was destined to enter St. Sophia and occupy there 
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the place of the Orthodox Roman emperors where the Latin newcomers were 
sitting illegally. The realization of such dreams did not lie beyond the limits 
of possibility; it would be even easier to take Constantinople from Thessa- 
lonica than from Nicaea.”°® 

The proclamation of Theodore’s coronation as the Emperor of Thessalonica 
and his anointment by the archbishop Demetrius Chomatenus must have 
brought about a political rupture between Thessalonica and Nicaea as well as 
an ecclesiastical rupture between the western Greek hierarchs and the patriar- 
chate of Nicaea, which was called the patriarchate of Constantinople. 

In the course of a rather long period after the fall of the Latin kingdom of 
Thessalonica, several western European princes related to the family of Mont- 
ferrat continued to use in the West the extinct title of king of Thessalonica. 
They were the so-called “titulary” kings of Thessalonica, as, after the fall of 
the Latin Empire in 1261, there were to be “titulary” Latin emperors in west- 
ern Europe. 

Thus, from 1222,°° when the Empire of Thessalonica was proclaimed and 
refused to recognize the Empire of Nicaea, there were in the Christian East 
three empires: the two Greek Empires of Thessalonica and of Nicaea, and the 
Latin Empire in Constantinople which was becoming weaker every year.” 
The further history of the thirteenth century is concerned with the relations 
between these empires, in whose destinies the Bulgarian Kingdom of John 
Asen II was the decisive factor. 


Thessalonica and Nicaea 


The two Greek Emperors, John Vatatzes and Theodore Angelus, had one 
common foe in the Emperor of Constantinople. But the Greek rulers could 
not come to an agreement concerning the Latin Emperor, for each of them 
wished at all costs to seize Constantinople for himself. In their opinion, only 
one of them could be the restorer of the Byzantine Empire. Therefore they had 
to fight separately against the Latin Empire, and finally clashed with each 
other. 

Tidings of the growth of Nicaea and Epirus reached western Europe and 
aroused alarm on behalf of the Latin Empire. In a letter (May, 1224) to 
Blanche, the queen of France, the mother of Louis IX, Pope Honorius III, 
speaking of the powerful Empire of Romania and the fact “that recently there 
has been created a sort of new France,” warned the queen that “the strength 
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of the French [in the East] has decreased and is decreasing while their ad- 
versaries are growing considerably stronger, so that, unless speedy help is given 
the Emperor, it is to be feared that the Latins may be menaced by irreparable 
damage to both men and means.” Honorius III proceeded to appeal to the 
king of France, asking him to help the Latin Emperor.** 

Soon after his ascension to the throne, John Vatatzes opened successful 
hostilities against the Latins in Asia Minor; then, by means of the fleet which 
was already at the disposal of the Emperor of Nicaea, he seized some islands 
of the Archipelago, Chios, Lesbos, Samos, and some others, and after that, hav- 
ing been asked by the inhabitants of Hadrianople to free them from the Latin 
yoke, he transferred hostilities to Europe. He sent towards Hadrianople an 
army which seems to have occupied this important point without a battle. To 
John Vatatzes the possession of Hadrianople might open the gates of Con- 
stantinople. One of the rivals seemed to be not far from his cherished goal. 

But at the same time, Theodore Angelus set out from Thessalonica and con- 
quered a major part of Thrace; then in 1225, approaching Hadrianople, he 
caused the army of John Vatatzes to withdraw. To the latter’s plans, the loss 
of Hadrianople was a severe blow. Meanwhile, Theodore seized some other 
places and with his troops reached the very walls of Constantinople. It was a 
critical moment for the Latins. The Emperor of Thessalonica was on the point 
of becoming the real restorer of the Byzantine Empire. His dominions ex- 
tended from the Adriatic almost to the Black Sea. 

But Theodore was compelled to give up hope of further successes in his fight 
against the Latins, for he himself began to be seriously menaced from the north 
by John Asen II of Bulgaria, who also had a claim upon Constantinople. 


The role of Bulgaria in the Christian East under Tsar John Asen II 


John Asen II (1218-1241), the greatest of the Asens, was the son of John 
Asen I. “Though not himself a conqueror,” to quote the well-known historian 
Jireéek, “he expanded the boundaries of the kingdom which he had received 
in a disorganized state, to limits that it had not reached for several centuries 
and which it never achieved afterward.”® Tolerant in religious matters, well 
educated, and clement, he left a good name not only among the Bulgars, but 
also among the Greeks. A Greek historian of the thirteenth century, George 
Acropolita, wrote of him: “All considered him a wonderful and happy man 
because he did not resort to the sword in his dealings with his subjects and 
did not stain himself with the murders of Romans, like the Bulgarian kings 
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who had preceded him. Therefore he was beloved not only by the Bulgars, 
but also by the Romans and other peoples.”** 

In the history of Byzantium, John Asen II was very important as the repre- 
sentative of the idea of the Great Bulgarian Kingdom which, it seemed, should 
unify the whole Orthodox population of the Balkan peninsula and establish 
its capital at Tsargrad (Constantinople). Such plans, undoubtedly, were op- 
posed to the vital interests of both Greek empires and must have brought about 
hostilities. But the course of events seemed to facilitate the realization of the 
Bulgarian tsar’s plans. 

On the death of the Latin Emperor, Robert de Courtenay (1228), the throne 
was supposed to pass to his brother, Baldwin II, a boy of eleven. The question 
of regency arose. Some proposed as a regent John Asen, who was related to 
Baldwin; and to strengthen the ties of friendship between the two countries, 
the betrothal of Baldwin to Asen’s daughter was suggested. Realizing all the 
advantages of the proposed agreement and hoping to capture Constantinople 
without bloodshed, Asen accepted the proposition and promised Baldwin 
that he would free the lands occupied by his enemies, especially Theodore of 
Epirus. The Latin knights and clergy, however, stubbornly resisted the candi- 
dature of a deadly foe of the Latin Empire and insisted upon the election as 
regent of the Empire a Frenchman, the “titulary” king of Jerusalem, who at 
that time was in western Europe, John of Brienne, a man of eighty. Thus 
Asen’s first chance of taking Constantinople ended in failure. 

After the capture of Hadrianople, the chief role in the Balkan peninsula was 
played by Theodore of Epirus, Emperor of Thessalonica, who concluded an 
alliance with Asen. But their friendly relations did not last long. The plan 
concerning John Asen’s regency in Constantinople aroused serious suspicions 
in Theodore. He treacherously broke his alliance with Asen and opened hos- 
tilities against the Bulgars. The decisive battle was fought in 1230 at a place 
called Klokotinitza (Clocotinitza), now Semidje, between Hadrianople and 
Philippopolis, and ended in a complete victory for John Asen, who was vigor- 
ously supported by the Cuman cavalry.** Theodore Angelus was captured. 
At first mildly treated, he plotted later against Asen’s life and, on the discovery 
of his plot, was blinded. 

The battle of Klokotinitza, in 1230, was one of the turning points in the 
history of the Christian East in the thirteenth century. It destroyed the western 
Greek Empire and the western Greek center, which seemed to be on the point 
of restoring the Byzantine Empire. The short-lived western empire (1222- 
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1230) practically ceased to exist, and Manuel, the brother of Theodore 
Angelus, who was taken prisoner, ruled Thessalonica thereafter, some his- 
torians think, not with the title of emperor but with that of despot. But this 
is doubtful: he continued to sign his decrees with red ink, as befitted the im- 
perial dignity, and called himself in the documents emperor.® In the further 
history of the thirteenth century, Thessalonica and Epirus, two separate do- 
minions, played no role of any importance. From that time on, the struggle 
for Constantinople was carried on, not between three rivals, but two: John 
Vatatzes and John Asen. 

After the victory over Theodore of Epirus, the tsar of Bulgaria occupied 
Hadrianople without a struggle, as well as almost the whole of Macedonia and 
Albania as far as Dyrrachium (Durazzo). Thessalonica, Thessaly, and Epirus 
remained in the hands of the Greeks. 

In an inscription on a white marble column in the Church of the Forty 
Martyrs at Trnovo (Bulgaria), the tsar of Bulgaria told of the results of his 
victory in this inflated style: “I, John Asen, in Christ God the faithful Tsar and 
Autocrat of the Bulgars, son of the old Tsar Asen . . . set forth on a march 
upon Romania and defeated the Greek troops, and I have captured the Em- 
peror himself, Theodore Comnenus, with all his doyars [nobles], and taken 
all the countries from Hadrianople to Durazzo, the Greek territory, as well as 
the Albanian and Serbian territories. The Latins [Franks] have kept only the 
cities round Tsargrad itself, but even they have become subject to the power 
of my Majesty, for they have no king but myself, and only thanks to me have 
they continued their existence.”®* From a charter granted by Asen at the same 
time to the Ragusan merchants concerning the freedom of their commerce in 
his realm, it is shown that the whole of European Turkey except Constanti- 
nople, as it was before World War I, almost all Serbia, and all Bulgaria was 
under Asen’s influence.** 

The Greco-Bulgarian alliance —Next, John Asen, irritated by his failure to 
obtain the regency at Constantinople, took the lead in an alliance of the Ortho- 
dox rulers of the East, composed of Asen himself, John Vatatzes of Nicaea, and 
Manuel of Thessalonica. This new union was directed against the Latins. One 
cannot help seeing in the formation of this alliance a dangerous step for the 
interests of the Bulgars in the Balkan peninsula. Thereby, as V. G. Vasilievsky 
correctly stated, Asen, the soul of the coalition, “contributed to the friendly 
understanding between Manuel of Thessalonica and the Emperor of Nicaea, 
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between the European and Asiatic Greeks, and opened the way to the Nicene 
master to extend his influence in the former Empire of Thessalonica and even 
in Asen’s own dominions. The restoration of the orthodox Eastern Empire 
was partly decided by this rapprochement.”** An important result of this 
alliance for the internal history of Bulgaria was the recognition there of the 
autocephalous Bulgarian patriarchate, which was established with the consent 
of the Nicene and other eastern patriarchs. 

The capital of the Latin Empire, surrounded on all sides by enemies, was 
again in a very dangerous position, which was well realized by contemporaries. 
The aim of the offensive alliance against the Latins was the complete destruc- 
tion of Latin domination, the expulsion of the Latins from Constantinople, 
and the division of their possessions between the allies. The’ troops of Asen 
and Vatatzes besieged Constantinople in 1235, by land and sea, but were com- 
pelled to withdraw without definite results. In his letter appealing to the West 
for help for the Emperor of Constantinople, the alarmed Pope Gregory IX 
declared that “Vatatzes and Asen, schismatics, who had recently concluded 
an alliance of impiety, had invaded with numerous Greek troops the land of 
our dearest son in Christ, the Emperor of Constantinople.”® Driven to de- 
spair, Baldwin II, the last Latin Emperor, left Constantinople and traveled 
through western Europe, begging rulers for help for the Empire in men and 
money. 

For the time Constantinople was saved. One cause for the stopping of the 
advance of the Orthodox alliance was the gradual withdrawal of John Asen 
himself, who realized that in the Empire of Nicaea he had a more dangerous 
enemy than in the dying and weakened Latin Empire. Accordingly the king 
of Bulgaria changed his policy and came out as a defender of the Latin Em- 
peror. Simultaneously with this change of political combinations, Asen took 
steps towards reconciliation with the papal throne, announcing his faithful- 
ness to the Catholic church and asking the pope to send a legate for negotia- 
tions. Thus the short Greco-Bulgarian alliance of the fourth decade of the 
thirteenth century came to its end. 


Alliance of John Vatatzes and Frederick Il Hohenstaufen 


With the name of John Vatatzes is connected the interesting question of the 
friendly relations between the two widely separated rulers, the Emperor of 
Nicaea and the western Emperor, Frederick II Hohenstaufen. 

Frederick II, the most remarkable of all the Germanic kings of the Middle 
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Ages, united under his power Germany and the Kingdom of Sicily. The 
latter, in the person of the Emperor Henry VI, at the end of the twelfth cen- 
tury had menaced Byzantium with fatal danger. Frederick had spent the 
years of his childhood and youth under the southern sky of Sicily, at Palermo, 
where had lived the Greeks, later the Arabs, and then the Normans; he spoke 
Italian, Greek, and Arabic beautifully and, probably, at least in his youth, he 
spoke German badly. He regarded religious problems much more coolly than 
his contemporaries. Under the influence of the eastern scholars, Arabs and 
Jews, large numbers of whom were at Frederick’s court in Sicily, he became 
an enthusiast about science and philosophy and he founded the University of 
Naples and patronized the medical school at Salerno, a school famous in the 
Middle Ages. In a word, in mind and education Frederick greatly surpassed 
his contemporaries, and they did not always understand him. The time of 
Frederick II may be designated as a “prologue to the Renaissance.” In the mid- 
dle of the nineteenth century, a French historian wrote that Frederick II “gave 
the impulse to the Renaissance, which prepared the fall of the Middle Ages and 
the coming of modern times.”’° He was “‘a man of creative and daring gen- 
ius.”"* A few years ago a German historian said: “In his universality, he was 
a real Renaissance genius on the imperial throne and at the same time an 
Emperor of genius.”"? A subject of perennial interest to the historian, Emperor 
Frederick II represents in many respects a riddle which has not yet been 
solved.” 

Having inherited the conception of the imperial power as unlimited and 
granted by God and comprehending supreme sovereignty over the world, 
Frederick was a sworn enemy of the papacy and of its doctrine of the superi- 
ority of the papal power to that of the kings. The struggle of the popes with 
Frederick II was stubborn; three times the Emperor was excommunicated 
and he died wearied and exhausted by the persistent struggle, in which the 
popes, putting aside any spiritual aim, were revenging themselves on their 
personal enemies, this “viper brood of the Hohenstaufens,” which they were 
determined to exterminate. 

In such a nature as Frederick’s, political plans and motives were predomi- 
nant over ecclesiastical. Frederick’s hostile attitude toward the papacy ex- 
tended to all that had the support of the popes. Hence, as to the Latin Empire 
in the East, in which the papacy saw a means of union between the western and 
eastern churches, the interests of Frederick and John Vatatzes were the same. 
Frederick was hostile toward the Latin Empire, because he saw in it one of 


70 J, Huillard-Bréholles, Introduction a l’his- 72E, Kantarowicz, Kaiser Friedrich der 
toire diplomatique de l'empereur Frédéric Il, Zweite, 613. 
DLVII. 78C. H. Haskins, Studies in the History of 


71M. Amari, Storia dei Musulmani di Si- Mediaeval Sctence, 242. 
cilia, III (2), 616; (2nd ed., 1937), 628. 


528 _ The Empire of Nicaea (1204-61) 


the elements of papal power and influence; John Vatatzes considered the pope 
an adversary who, by refusing to recognize the Orthodox patriarchate of Con- 
stantinople established at that time at Nicaea, was creating a serious obstacle to 
Vatatzes’ aim of taking possession of Constantinople. Close relations between 
the two emperors began at the end of the fourth decade of the thirteenth cen- 
tury. Frederick did not hesitate to make an “alliance with the Greeks, deadly 
enemies both of the papacy and of the Latin Empire.”"* 

Even earlier Theodore Angelus of Epirus had held friendly correspondence 
with the western Emperor and had even received from him financial support, 
for which Pope Gregory IX had excommunicated and anathematized both 
Frederick and the Despot of Epirus. It is clear that for Frederick’s political 
combinations, the question of religion, either Orthodox or Catholic, had no 
importance. 

But in their hostility towards the papacy, Frederick and John Vatatzes were 
pursuing different aims. The former wished the popes to renounce their claim 
to secular power; the latter wished that, by means of some compromises, the 
West should recognize the eastern church and that thereby the Latin patri- 
archate at Constantinople should lose its reason to exist. John Vatatzes could 
then hope that the Latin Empire would quietly disappear. The pope also 
differed in his attitude toward the two sudden allies. In Frederick he saw a 
disobedient son of the Church, who encroached upon the prerogatives of the 
“vicars of Christ” and the heirs of St. Peter, inalienable from the papal stand- 
point. John Vatatzes was, in the eyes of the pope, a schismatic, who hindered 
the fulfillment of the cherished dream of the papacy, that is, the reunion of the 
churches. The allies came to an agreement. Frederick II promised Vatatzes to 
free Constantinople from the Latins and return it to the legal emperor: for 
his part the Emperor of Nicaea pledged himself to become the vassal of the 
western Emperor and restore the union between the two churches. It is, of 
course, difficult to say how sincere these promises were. 

The relations between Frederick and John Vatatzes were so close that, at 
the end of the fourth decade of the thirteenth century, the Greek troops fought 
in Italy in Frederick’s army. But the relations of the two antipapal emperors 
became still closer after the death of the first wife of John Vatatzes, Irene, 
daughter of Theodore I Lascaris. The widower-Emperor, said a source, “being 
unable to bear his loneliness”’®> married Constance of Hohenstaufen, the 
daughter of Frederick IJ, then only eleven or twelve years old, who, when she 
joined the Greek church, took the Greek name of Anna. There exists a long 
poem written by Nicolaus Irenikos (Eirenikos) on the occasion of the nuptial 
festivities at Nicaea; the first two lines of the poem are: 
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Around the lovely cypress-tree, the ivy gently windeth; 
The Empress is the cypress-tree, my Emperor is the ivy.”° 


Constance-Anna survived her husband by many years, which were full of 
vicissitudes and adventures. She ended her days in the Spanish city of Valencia, 
where, in the little church of St. John-of-the-Hospital, the coffin of the former 
basilissa (empress) of Nicaea has been preserved. It bears the epitaph: “Here 
lies the lady Constance, the august Empress of Greece.””" 

Frederick’s ecclesiastical ideas, which give some scholars grounds for com- 
paring him to the king of England, Henry VIII, under whom the reformation 
in England began,” are reflected in his correspondence with John Vatatzes. In 
one of his letters Frederick stated that he was actuated not only by his personal 
affection for Vatatzes, but also by his general zeal for supporting the principles 
of monarchic government: “All of us, kings and princes of the earth, especially 
zealous for the orthodox [orthodoxe] religion and faith, cherish an enmity 
towards the bishops and an inward opposition to the primates of the Church.” 
Then, inveighing against the abuses of liberty and the privileges of the west- 
ern clergy, the Emperor exclaimed: “O happy Asia! O happy Powers in the 
East! they do not fear the arms of their subjects nor dread the interference of 
the pontiffs.”’” Despite his official allegiance to the Catholic faith, Frederick 
showed himself remarkably kind to eastern Orthodoxy; in one of his letters 
to Vatatzes which is preserved both in Greek and in Latin, there is this pas- 
sage: “How! this so-called great arch-priest [that is, Pope; in Latin sacerdotum 
princeps; in Greek dpxtepevds], excommunicating every day Your Majesty 
by name in the presence of all men and all your subject Romans (in Latin 
Graecos), shamelessly calling heretics the most orthodox Romans, from whom 
Christian faith has reached the extreme bounds of the Universe . . .”°° In 
another letter to the Despot of Epirus Frederick wrote: “We desire to defend 
not only our own right, but also that of our friendly and beloved neighbours, 
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whom pure and sincere love in Christ has united with us, and especially the 
Greeks, our close friends. . . . [The Pope calls] the most pious and orthodox 
Greeks most impious and heretics.””*? 

The friendly intercourse between Frederick and Vatatzes continued untl 
Frederick’s death, though in his last years he was alarmed by the negotiations 
between Nicaea and Rome and by the exchange of embassies between them. 
For this reason, in his letter to Vatatzes, Frederick blamed “in a fatherly man- 
ner the behavior of the son,” who, “without the paternal suggestion, had sent 
an ambassador to the Pope.” Not without irony Frederick wrote further: “We 
desire to do or undertake nothing without your advice” in the affairs of the 
East, “for these countries which are your neighbors are better known to your 
Majesty than to us.”°* Frederick warned Vatatzes that the Roman bishops are 
“not archpriests of Christ, but rapacious wolves and wild beasts devouring the 
people of Christ.”** 

After Frederick’s death, and especially after his natural son, Manfred, had 
become king of Sicily, relations changed, and Manfred came out as an enemy 
of the Empire of Nicaea. In a word, after John Vatatzes’ death, in 1254, “the 
alliance of which Frederick II had dreamt, was nothing but a memory.”** 

It cannot be said that the alliance between the two emperors brought about 
important results; but it may be pointed out that John Vatatzes, relying on 
the friendly support of the western Emperor, must have had a surer hope for 
the final success of his policy, that is, the taking of Constantinople. 


The Mongol invasion and the alliance of the rulers of Asta Minor against 
the Mongols 


In the fourth and fifth decades of the thirteenth century there appeared 
from the East the menacing danger of the invasion of the Mongols, namely. 
the Tartars (in Byzantine sources, “Tahars, Tatars, Atars”). The hordes of 
Batu (Baty), one of the descendants of the famous Khan Temuchin, who had 
assumed the title of Jenghiz Khan, i.e., “Grand Khan,” rushed into present- 
day European Russia and in their destructive and irresistible onslaught seized 
Kiev in 1240, then crossed the Carpathians, and arrived at Bohemia before 
they were forced to retrace their march to the Russian steppes. At the same 
time the other Mongol group, marching in a more southerly direction, con- 
quered all Armenia with Erzerum and invaded Asia Minor, menacing the 
Sultanate of Rum or Iconium and the weak Empire of Trebizond. Under the 
pressure of common danger from the Mongols sprang the alliance of the three 
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states of Asia Minor: the Sultanate of Iconium, the Empire of Nicaea, and 
the Empire of Trebizond. The Seljuqs and the military forces of Trebizond 
were defeated by the Mongols. After that, the Sultan of Iconium was com- 
pelled to relieve himself by paying tribute and supplying annually horses, 
hunting dogs, and the like. The Emperor of Trebizond, realizing the im- 
possibility of fghting the Mongols, made a speedy peace with them and, on 
condition of paying an annual tribute, became a Mongol vassal. Fortunately 
for the Seljuqs and John Vatatzes, the Mongols occupied themselves with 
other military enterprises and temporarily suspended their onslaught upon 
the West, which enabled the Emperor of Nicaea to take decisive measures in 
the Balkan peninsula. 

From the example of the alliance mentioned above it is obvious that in the 
thirteenth century alliances between Christians and infidels did not trouble 
their participants; before the common danger the Orthodox emperors of 
Nicaea and Trebizond came to a friendly understanding with the Muhamme- 
dan Sultan of Iconium. 

In connection with the Tartar invasion two stories given by a western his- 
torian of the thirteenth century, Matthew of Paris, reflect some rumors circu- 
lating at that time in Europe.®* In both, Matthew said that in 1248 two Mongol 
envoys were sent to the papal court and cordially received by Pope Innocent 
IV, who, like many other members of the Catholic church, hoped to convert 
the Mongols to Christianity. But in the first version he said also that at that 
time many supposed that the letter of the Mongol prince to the pope contained 
the proposition of the prince to make war against John Vatatzes (Battacium), 
“a Greek, son-in-law of Frederick, schismatic, and disobedient [son] of the 
papal curia; and this proposition was supposed not to be unpleasant to the 
Pope.” In his Historia Anglorum Matthew said that the pope directed the 
Mongol envoys to notify the king of the Tartars that, if the latter had adopted 
Christianity, he should march with all his troops upon John Vatatzes, “a 
Greek, son-in-law of Frederick, schismatic, and rebel against the pope and 
Emperor Baldwin, and after that upon Frederick himself who had risen 
against the Roman curia.” But the Tartar envoys, not liking to encourage “the 
mutual hatred of Christians,” answered through their interpreters, that they 
were not authorized to impose such conditions upon their master, and they 
feared that on receiving this news he would be very angry. 

Of course, neither of these versions, especially the second one, which reflects 
a kind of thirteenth century European gossip, has any real historical value,®° 
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and they cannot be treated as historical fact, as W. Miller regarded them. 
Referring to the second version, Miller wrote: “Having given the Holy Father 
this lesson in Christianity, the infidels returned to their own savage country.”*" 
But it is very interesting to emphasize the fact that the political power and 
importance of John Vatatzes was widely and thoroughly appreciated and 
played a certain part, at least in the opinion of western European writers, in 
the negotiations between the pope and the Mongol envoys. The envoys were 
received with great esteem and attention by Innocent IV, who wrote to “their 
illustrious king, and to the nobles and to all the princes and barons of the 
Tartar army” a long letter, in which he urged them to adopt the Christian 
faith.®* Of course, the name of John Vatatzes was not mentioned in this papal 
letter. Meanwhile John Vatatzes, relieved from the danger of Mongol invasion 
from the East, concentrated all his attention on the Balkan peninsula and ob- 
tained brilliant results. 


Significance of the external policy of John Vatatzes 
With the death of John Asen II, in 1241, the brilliant epoch of the Second 


Bulgarian Kingdom passed away, and Asen’s weak and inexperienced suc- 
cessors could not maintain his conquests. With his death collapsed the second 
attempt of the Bulgars to found in the Balkan peninsula a great Greco-Slavonic 
Empire with its center at Constantinople; for both Simeon in the tenth cen- 
tury, and the Asens, Kalojan and John II, in the thirteenth century, this task 
proved to be too great. The last attempt of this kind conceived and organized 
ona larger scale by Slavs, that is, by the Serbs, was to be made in the fourteenth 
century. 

Taking advantage of the decline of Bulgaria, John Vatatzes crossed with 
his army to the European coast and in a few months took away from Bulgaria 
all the regions of Macedonia and Thrace which had been conquered by Asen 
II. Pursuing his march, Vatatzes advanced towards Thessalonica, where an- 
archy prevailed, and in 1246, without difficulty, took possession of this city. 
The state of Thessalonica ceased to exist. In the ensuing year Vatatzes seized 
some Thracian cities which were still under Latin rule. The Emperor of Nicaea 
drew near Constantinople. The Despotat of Epirus submitted to Vatatzes’ 
suzerainty. There were no more rivals in Vatatzes’ aspiration for the shores of 
the Bosphorus. 

Towards the end of Vatatzes’ reign his dominions, both direct and vassal, 
extended from the Black Sea to the Adriatic. Leaving out of the question 
toria Anglorum referring to the secret nego- 87 The Cambridge Medieval History, IV, 
tiations between the pope and Mongol envoys 493. 
is marked in the margin of the manuscript in 88E. Berger, Les Registres d’Innocent IV, 


red letters, “dubium.” See Matthew of Paris, II, 113-14 (no. 4682); at Lyons, November 
Historia Anglorum, ed. Madden, II, 39, n. 9. 22, 1248. 


Foreign Policy of the Lascarids 533 


middle Greece and the Peloponnesus, nothing but Constantinople was lack- 
ing for the restoration of the Empire. 

In 1254 John Vatatzes died at the age of sixty-two, ending a reign of thirty- 
three years. With rare unanimity the sources praise him. His son and successor, 
Theodore II Lascaris, wrote in a panegyric: “He has unified the Ausonian 
land, which was divided into very many parts by foreign and tyrannic rulers, 
Latin, Persian, Bulgarian, Scythian and others, punished robbers and pro- 
tected his land. . . . He has made our country inaccessible to enemies.”®* By- 
zantine historians unanimously glorify John Vatatzes.°° Even if there is some 
exaggeration by the sources in their estimate of the Emperor of Nicaea, John 
Vatatzes must be considered a talented and energetic politician, and the chief 
creator of the restored Byzantine Empire. 

It is interesting that the name of John Vatatzes was so beloved and esteemed 
by the people that some time after his death, he became a saint in popular 
tradition; miracles began to be connected with his memory and The Life of 
St. John the Merciful was composed, a sort of popular canonization. The mem- 
ory of John Vatatzes has not been officially recognized by the Greek church, 
and his cult confined itself to the narrow limits of a Lydian city in Asia Minor, 
Magnesia, where the Emperor was buried. This life of Vatatzes is not to be 
confused with a biography of a saint of the seventh century, John the Merci- 
ful, as sometimes happens, and scholars vary in opinion concerning the place 
and time of its composition. Even at the present time the clergy and population 
of Magnesia and its surroundings gather annually on November 4 in the 
local church and honor the memory of the late Emperor John the Merciful.*? 
The Orthodox calendar gives under November 4 the name of “John Ducas 
Vatadzi.”°” 

The external activity of Vatatzes was extremely important because, by 
eliminating gradually the pretenders to the role of restorer of the Empire— 
the rulers of Thessalonica, Epirus, and Bulgaria—he brought under his power 
so much territory as practically to signify the restoration of the Byzantine 
Empire. The main role in the restoration belonged to John Vatatzes, and in 
1261 Michael Palaeologus only profited by the results of the persistence and 
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energy of the best Nicene Emperor. The generations after John Vatatzes 
looked back upon him as “the Father of the Greeks.”*? 


Theodore and John Lascaris and the restoration of the Byzantine Empire 


The last rulers of the Empire of Nicaea were the son and grandson of John 
Vatatzes, Theodore II Lascaris (1254-1258) and John IV Lascaris (1258- 
1261). Theodore, thirty-three years old, “seated, according to custom, on a 
shield,”’* was proclaimed emperor with the consent of the troops and nobility. 

In spite of his weak health, Theodore, before ascending the throne, had de- 
voted all his time to studies and literature. His enlightened father had done 
his best, and Theodore’s education had been carefully supervised by the best 
scholars of the epoch, with Nicephorus Blemmydes and George Acropolita 
at their head. 

On his accession to the throne, Theodore II, like his father, displayed the 
energetic political activity which made him sometimes forget his studies, even 
his favorite philosophy. Realizing the importance of external political rela- 
tions, he turned his chief attention to the forming of a powerful army. Theo- 
dore wrote: “I have one truth, one goal, one desire—to gather together the 
flock of God and protect it from hostile wolves.”®® Believing that the Greeks 
had to rely on their own strength and not on foreign alliances or on foreign 
mercenaries, Theodore, perhaps, was almost the only “Byzantine” Emperor 
who paid attention to the “hellenization” of the army, contrary to the estab- 
lished custom of making use of the mercenary troops of foreign peoples.”® 

In 1258, the young Emperor breathed his last in the prime of life (36 years 
old), having before death exchanged his imperial robes for those of a monk. 
He left to his successor the vast conquests of John Vatatzes intact. This active 
and philosophically educated Emperor lived and worked in the belief that 
history would pass judgment upon him. In one of his letters he said: “The 
judgment of history will be passed by the generations to come.”®’ The special 
historian of the time of Theodore II, not without some exaggeration, wrote: 
“Theodore died very young; otherwise Hellenism might have hoped for better 
days under the wise rule of the Emperor who had exerted all his energy in 
order to found the Greek Empire upon a solid and steady basis.”®* But this 
ambition of Theodore remained a theory. In reality the mercenary troops 
representing different nationalities took an important part in the life of the 
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Empire of Nicaea in general, and during Theodore’s reign in particular.*® 

In external activity, Theodore undertook two hard Bulgarian campaigns. 
On the news of Vatatzes’ death the Bulgarian tsar, Michael Asen, seized the 
opportunity to recover the provinces lost under Vatatzes, and it was feared that 
all the latter’s European conquests might again become Bulgarian. In spite of 
many difficulties and the cowardice and treachery of his generals, however, 
the two Bulgarian campaigns ended successfully for Theodore, and, through 
the mediation of the Russian prince Rostislav, Michael Asen’s father-in-law, 
a treaty was made. Bulgarians and Greeks received their former frontiers, and 
one Bulgarian fortress was even ceded to Theodore.” 

Theodore’s relations to the Despot of Epirus in connection with the pro- 
posed marriage between the despot’s son and Theodore’s daughter, resulted in 
Theodore’s receiving the important seaport Dyrrachium (Durazzo), on the 
Adriatic, and the fortress Serbia (Servia), near the confines of Epirus and 
Bulgaria. Dyrrachium “was the western outpost of the Nicene Empire, and 
necessarily a thorn in the side of the despots of Epirus.” 1°? 

In Asia Minor, the Seljuq Turks were seriously menaced by the Mongols, 
who succeeded in making the sultan their tributary. The situation was delli- 
cate and complicated, because Theodore had, though undecidedly, supported 
the sultan in his struggle against the Mongols, and the sultan, “having the 
heart of a shy deer,”?°? took refuge as a fugitive with Theodore. But a military 
conflict between Nicaea and the Mongols was avoided, and a Mongol em- 
bassy was sent to Theodore. The reception which took place, probably at 
Magnesia, was exceptionally brilliant and imposing; Theodore’s chief idea 
was to impress the Tartars, of whom he was afraid. The Emperor received the 
ambassadors, seated on a lofty throne, sword in hand. Byzantine historians 
gave a detailed account of the reception.*”* 

A recent historian remarked that Theodore “was, in a word, a mass of 
nerves, an ‘interesting case’ for a modern mental specialist,” and his “brief 
reign of less than four years did not enable him to make a great mark upon the 
history of his time.”?°* Finally, it has been said lately that “in Theodore was 
particularly felt what may be called enlightened absolutism.”*°* Of course, 
Theodore’s reign was too short for definite judgment to be passed on its sig- 


*° Andreeva, Culture of the Byzantine 
Court, 50-54, 105. 

100 George Acropolita, Annales, chap. 62; 
ed. Heisenberg, 126-27. 

101 Gardner, Lascarids of Nicaea, 226. 

102 George Acropolita, Annales, chap. 69; 
ed. Heisenberg, 143. 

103 See a very accurate article on this re- 
ception by M. Andreeva, “The Reception of 


the Tartar Ambassadors at the Nicene Court,” 
Recueil d'études dediées a la mémoire de N. P. 
Kondakov, 187-200. Andreeva, Culture of the 
Byzantine Court, 71-72. 

104 Miller, “The Emperor of Nicaea,” Cam- 
bridge Medieval History, 501, 506. 

105 Andreeva, Culture of the Byzantine 
Court, 107. 


536 The Empire of Nicaea (1204-61) 


nificance. But in the history of Nicaea his name will always be honorably 
remembered for his continuance of his father’s successful external policy and 
for his own breadth of learning. 

Theodore’s only son and successor, who was not quite eight years old, John 
IV (1258-61) could not, even with the help of the appointed regent, George 
Muzalon, master the complicated affairs of the Empire. At this time the crafty 
and ambitious Michael Palaeologus, John Vatatzes’ relative, “‘a restless in- 
triguer and an infamous hypocrite, but an able officer,”’°* played a decisive 
role. Several times suspected of plots and treason by Vatatzes and Theodore I], 
and occupying, nevertheless, high offices, he had in times of danger success- 
fully withdrawn and even fled for a time to the court of the Sultan of Iconium. 
Stormy times demanded a strong rule. Michael Palaeologus profited skillfully 
by circumstances and, in 1259, was crowned emperor. 

The chief external danger to the Balkan possessions of the Empire of Nicaea 
arose from the Despot of Epirus, who succeeded in forming an alliance against 
the Empire consisting of the despot himself, the king of Sicily, Manfred, a 
relative of the despot and the natural son of Frederick II, and the prince of 
Achaia, William de Villehardouin. Michael Palaeologus gained some military 
success against the coalition, and the decisive battle was fought in 1259 in 
western Macedonia, in the plain of Pelagonia, near the city of Castoria. Turks, 
Cumans, and Slavs, as well as Greeks, fought in Michael’s army. The battle of 
Pelagonia or Castoria ended in the complete defeat of the allies. The prince of 
Achaia was captured. The well-armed troops of the western knights fled be- 
fore the light-armed Bithynian, Slavonic, and eastern troops. “Perhaps it was 
the first time that Turks fought against Greeks on Greek soil, and on this 
occasion in Greek service.”*°’ A contemporary, George Acropolita, gave this 
judgment of the event: “Under imperial advice our troops have got so great 
a victory that the fame of it has passed over all the ends of the earth; of such 
victories the sun has seen but few.”?°* In his autobiography, which is preserved, 
Michael Palaeologus writes concerning this battle: “Along with them [with 
the traitors to the Roman state, 1.c., the Despot of Epirus and his associates | and 
their allies, who had as their leader the Prince of Achaia, whom have I van- 
quished ? Alamans, Sicilians, and Italians who came from Apulia, the land of 
the Iapygians and Brundusium, from Bithynia, Euboea, and the Pelopon- 


nesus.”?°® 
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The battle of Castoria had a decisive significance for the restoration of the 
Byzantine Empire. The dominions of the Despot of Epirus were reduced to 
his hereditary land in Epirus. The Latin Empire could not rely on the de- 
feated Principality of Achaia, and was itself under the direction of the feeble 
and apathetic Baldwin II. 

Meanwhile, in order to make still more sure the success of the final attack 
on Constantinople, Michael Palaeologus concluded a treaty with the Genoese. 
The commercial interests of Genoa and Venice conflicted everywhere in the 
Levant. After the Fourth Crusade and the formation of the Latin Empire, 
Venice had gained quite exceptional trade power in the Latin dominions of 
the Levant, and Genoa could not reconcile herself to this state of affairs. Real- 
izing this, Michael came to an agreement with the Genoese; although they 
knew that an understanding with the schismatic Greeks would evoke the 
severe censure of the pope and the West in general, they were so desirous of 
driving out their Venetian rivals from the East that they concluded the treaty 
with Michael. 

In March, 1261, at Nymphaeum, was signed the very important treaty which 
granted to the Genoese the commercial supremacy in the Levant so long en- 
joyed by the Venetians. This was a real offensive and defensive alliance against 
Venice.**° Free trade forever was granted the Genoese throughout the present 
and future provinces of the Empire. Very important grants at Constantinople 
and in the islands of Crete and Euboea, if Michael “by the mercy of God” 
should recover them, were included in the treaty; Smyrna, “a city fat for com- 
mercial use, having a good port and abounding in all goods,” was assigned to 
the absolute control of the Genoese; commercial stations with churches and 
consuls were to be established in the islands of Chios and Lesbos, and in some 
other places; the Black Sea (majus mare) was to be closed to all foreign mer- 
chants except the Genoese and Pisans, the faithful subjects of Michael. On their 
side the Genoese pledged themselves to grant free trade to the Emperor’s sub- 
jects, and to support him with their fleet, provided that the ships were not 
employed against the pope and the friends of Genoa. The Genoese fleet was 
extremely important in Michael Palaeologus’ plans to reconquer Constanti- 
nople. This treaty was ratified at Genoa a few days before Constantinople was 
taken by Michael’s troops. This was a brilliant victory for Genoa which, after 
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Saladin’s victories in Syria, had suffered grievous losses. It was a new page 
in their economic history. “The vigor of the thirteenth century colonial life 
offers a sharp contrast with the halting, tentative character of that of the 
twelfth. Naturally this is the result of wide experience, of better organization, 
and especially of the amazing developments of trade.”?** 

On July 25, 1261, without striking a blow, the troops of Michael took posses- 
sion of Constantinople. Michael himself was at that time in Asia Minor, where 
he received the news that Constantinople had been taken. He set out immedi- 
ately and at the beginning of August entered the city, cheerfully greeted by 
the populace; shortly after, his second coronation was performed in St. Sophia. 
Baldwin II fled to Euboea (Negroponte). The Latin patriarch and the chief 
members of the Catholic clergy had time enough to leave the city before it was 
taken. By Michael’s order, the unfortunate John IV Lascaris was blinded. 
Michael Palaeologus became the restorer of the Byzantine Empire, Michael 
VIII, the founder of the last Byzantine dynasty of the Palaeologi, by his suc- 
cess in taking advantage of what had been prepared by the emperors of Nicaea. 
The capital was transferred from Nicaea to Constantinople. 

The fugitive Baldwin proceeded from Euboea to Thebes and Athens. There, 
“on the venerable rock of Athens was played the last pitiful scene in the brief 
drama of the Latin Empire of Constantinople. Then Baldwin sailed from the 
Peiraeus for Monemvasia; and leaving behind him not a few of his noble 
retinue in the Morea, set out for Europe, to solicit aid for his lost cause and to 
play the sorry part of an emperor in exile.”*”” 

Thus, the Latin Empire, in the severe judgment of a German historian, 
Gregorovius, “a creation of western European crusading knights, of the selfish 
trade-policy of the Venetians, and of the hierarchic idea of the papacy, fell 
after a miserable existence of fifty-seven years, leaving behind it no other trace 
than destruction and anarchy. That deformed chivalrous feudal state of the 
Latins belongs to the most worthless phenomena of history. The sophistical 
maxim of the German philosopher who asserted that all that exists is rational, 
becomes here merely an absurdity.”*** Another German historian remarked: 
“The Latin ignominy belongs to the past.”?** 

While Western sources, almost without exception, confine themselves to 
the mere mention of the taking of Constantinople by Michael and of the 
expulsion of the Franks, Greek sources express great joy on this occasion. 
George Acropolita, for example, wrote: “Because of this fact all the Roman 
people were then in merriment, great cheerfulness, and inexpressible joy; there 
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was no one who did not rejoice and exult.”??® Still a discordant note sounded 
in the words of a high official under Michael Paleologus, a teacher, commen- 
tator of Homer, and jurist, Senakherim, who after the taking of Constanti- 
nople by the Greeks exclaimed: “What do I hear! This has been reserved to 
our days! What have we done that we should live through and see such dis- 
asters? For the rest, no one can hope for good, since the Romans walk again 
in the city!””?° 

In summary, most scholars view with condemnation the behavior of the 
Latins during their domination of Constantinople. Indeed, considering the 
sack of the capital by the crusaders, the “dispersal” of its numberless treasures 
throughout Europe, and the oppression of the Greek Orthodox Church, the 
hostile attitude of contemporary Greek sources and of most modern writers is 
understandable. Recently, however, a voice has been raised in extenuation of 
the Latins, that of an eminent American professor, E. H. Swift, who has dealt 
with the behavior of the Latins in regard to the famous and unique building 
of the “Great Church” of Saint Sophia. 

In 1907 E. M. Antoniades, the Greek author of a detailed monograph on St. 
Sophia, wrote: “The fifty-seven years of the Latin occupation constituted the 
worst and most dangerous period of the entire history of the church, which 
was saved only by the recovery of the city by the Greeks in 1261.”"" Professor 
Swift questioned this opinion. He believed that it may be inferred from a 
number of historical sources as well as from archeological evidence observable 
in the building as it stands today that quite the opposite seems to be the case. 
A number of earthquakes before 1204 had rendered the structural condition 
of the church extremely precarious before the crusaders took possession of it. 
Since they found it in a dangerously weakened state, they shortly took ade- 
quate measure to assure the stability of their newly acquired cathedral, re- 
pairing it in various ways, particularly by the erection of buttresses. So, Swift 
concluded, “the Latins were not as black as they usually are painted, but 
rather . . . became in fact the saviours of one of the greatest monuments of 
the Greek architectural genius.”’’® Swift’s observation is an interesting con- 
tribution to the history of the building, and it is quite likely that the crusaders 
contributed appreciably to the preservation of this unique structure. But the 
fact remains well established that they mercilessly robbed the interior of St. 
Sophia. 
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ECCLESIASTICAL RELATIONS WITH THE 
NICENE AND LATIN EMPIRES 


The taking of Constantinople by the crusaders in 1204 took place against 
the will of Pope Innocent III. But after the foundation of the Latin Empire 
the pope clearly realized that the new state of things in the Near East, how- 
ever disagreeable it might have been at first to the papal dignity, nevertheless 
had opened wide horizons for the further strengthening of Catholicism and 
the papacy. The main ecclesiastical problem of the epoch consisted in estab- 
lishing intercourse between the eastern and western churches in connection 
with the political changes which had taken place in the Christian East. In the 
Latin dominions established by the crusaders on the territory of the Byzan- 
tine Empire, Catholicism was to be planted. The first task of the papacy was 
to organize the Catholic church in the regions conquered by the Latins, and 
then to clear up its relation to the secular power and to the local Greek popula- 
tion, both laic and ecclesiastic. The second task was to render subject to Rome. 
as far as ecclesiastical matters were concerned, the Greek regions which after 
1204 had remained independent and at the head of which stood the state of 
Nicaea. In a word, the problem of the union with the Greeks became the key- 
stone of all ecclesiastical relations of the thirteenth century. 

At the beginning of the political existence of the Latin Empire the position 
of the pope was very complicated and delicate. According to the treaty con- 
cluded between the crusaders and Venice it was stipulated that, if the Emperor 
had been elected from the Franks, the Latin patriarch should be elected from 
the Venetian clergy. The interests of the Roman curia were not taken into 
consideration, for in the treaty there was no suggestion either that the pope 
should participate in the election of the patriarch or that any revenues should 
go into the treasury of the curia. 

In the letter of the first Latin Emperor to the pope, Baldwin wrote of “the 
miraculous success” of the crusaders, of the fall of Constantinople, of the law- 
lessness of the Greeks, “who were producing nausea in God himself,” of a 
hope to go on a crusade to the Holy Land in the future, etc.,”” but he did not 
mention the election of the patriarch. And when the new clergy of St. Sophia, 
consisting of Venetians, had elected to the patriarchate a Venetian noble. 
Thomas Morosini, the pope, though he at first proclaimed the election un- 
canonical, nevertheless was forced to yield and, “at his own initiative,” con- 
firmed this choice. 

The problem of the relation of the papal throne to the Greek clergy who 
remained within the Latin dominions is also interesting. It is known that a 
great number of bishops and the majority of the lower clergy did not abandon 
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their places. In this case the pope held a conciliatory policy, allowing the 
Greek bishops to be ordained in the eparchies with an exclusively Greek popu- 
lation, and granting privileges concerning the preservation of the Greek rites 
and the church service, conceding, for example, the use of leavened bread for 
the Eucharist. However, the papal legates appeared in the Balkan peninsula 
and Asia Minor and tried to persuade the Greek clergy to join the union. 

In 1204, a papal legate made the first attempt to obtain the consent of the 
Greek clergy to the recognition of the pope as the head of their church; the 
negotiations were held in St. Sophia, at Constantinople, and were of no 
avail.'?° A very important role in the negotiations of that time was played by 
Nicholas Mesarites, later bishop of Ephesus, whose personality and activity 
were first elucidated by A. Heisenberg. In the years 1205-6 the negotations 
continued their course. Nicholas of Otranto, abbot of Casole, of southern 
Italy, took part in them as an interpreter; holding the orthodox opinions, he 
recognized, like the whole church of southern Italy of that time, the papal 
primate and was an adherent of the union. Nicholas of Otranto, who has left 
many poems and prose works, almost all of them unpublished, deserves, as 
Heisenberg justly remarked, a special monograph.'** The position of the 
Greek clergy became more complicated when in 1206 the patriarch of Con- 
stantinople, John Camaterus, died in Bulgaria, having fled there before the 
crusaders. With the permission of Emperor Henry, the Greek clergy of the 
Latin Empire applied to Innocent III for authorization to elect a new patriarch, 
and Henry allowed them to choose the patriarch provided they would recog- 
nize the overlordship of the pope. But the Greeks wished neither subordination 
to the Holy See nor reconciliation with it. Therefore nothing came of the dis- 
putation held at Constantinople, in the same year, 1206, when at the head of 
the Latins stood the Latin patriarch, Thomas Morosini and, leading the 
Greeks, Nicholas Mesarites. The Greeks of the Latin Empire began to turn to 
Theodore Lascaris.??? In 1208 a new Orthodox patriarch, Michael Autoreanus, 
was elected at Nicaea, who crowned Theodore Lascaris the Emperor of Nicaea. 
This was a fact of great moment not only for Nicaea, but also for the Greeks 
of the Latin Empire. 

The negotiations of 1214 held at Constantinople and in Asia Minor with 
the participation of Cardinal Pelagius, his delegates, and Nicholas Mesarites 
broke up without any result. Nicholas Mesarites, at that time metropolitan of 
Ephesus with the title of the exarch of all Asia, was profoundly discontented 
with the haughty reception accorded to him by Pelagius in Constantinople.*”* 
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From the point of view of influence on the Latin clergy in the East, Innocent 
III, towards the end of his pontificate, obtained a brilliant victory: the Lateran 
Council, in 1215, recognized by the western church as an ecumenical council. 
proclaimed the pope the head of all the eastern Latin patriarchs, that is to 
say, those of Constantinople, Jerusalem, and Antioch, who from that time on 
were hierarchically under the jurisdiction of the Holy See. 

But Innocent III was entirely disappointed in his idea that Constantinople 
would engage in the promised crusade. Secular, political, and international 
interests and problems absorbed the new Latin Empire to such an extent that 
the Latin rulers entirely put aside the plan of a crusade to the Holy Land and 
Innocent III began to aim at forming a new crusade from Europe, not through 
Constantinople. 

The papal hopes were not satisfied by the external subjugation of the east- 
ern Church to Rome; for complete victory a religious union was necessary, the 
spiritual subjugation of the Greek Orthodox population. But this could be 
attained neither by Innocent III nor by his successors. 

The Empire of Nicaea had an Orthodox Greek patriarch of her own, who. 
residing at Nicaea, continued to bear the title of the patriarch of Constant 
nople. But the population of Nicaea regarded the patriarchal throne trans- 
ferred to them as “alien and annexed,”’** and hoped that it would be later 
restored to its original place in Constantinople. The first Nicene ruler, Theo- 
dore Lascaris, was not recognized by Innocent III as emperor or even as despot 
and was called in his letter merely “the noble man Theodore Lascaris” (nodbili 
viro Theodoro Lascari).”'** In this letter to Lascaris, the pope, though he does 
not justify the violence of the crusaders at the taking of Constantinople, never- 
theless refers to the fact that the Latins were the tool of Providence in punish- 
ing the Greeks for their refusal to accept the headship of the Roman church 
and that it would be desirable now for the Greeks to become obedient sub- 
jects of the Holy See and the Latin Emperor. But this papal admonition was 
of no avail. 

Interest in the ecclesiastical relations in the Empire of Nicaea lies in the 
attempts by conferences and correspondence to find ways and means of closer 
intercourse between the two churches. In the very Empire of Nicaea there were 
men such as the metropolitan of Ephesus, Nicholas Mesarites, who were in- 
clined to establish intercourse and agreement with the Roman church; but 
the Greek population never wished to accept the union. John III Vatatzes 
seemed to be particularly favorably disposed towards the recognition of the 
union, but he was influenced only by political speculations. First, he was 
alarmed by the election of the brave John of Brienne, formerly king of Jeru- 
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salem, first as regent and then as joint emperor with Baldwin II of Constanti- 
nople, at that time a minor. John of Brienne backed by the pope could carry 
out an aggressive policy against the Empire of Nicaea. Therefore, Vatatzes 
endeavored to divert the pope from his interest in the Latin Empire. 

In 1232 five Franciscan monks (Minorites) arrived in Nicaea from Turkish 
captivity and opened negotiations with Patriarch Germanus II on the union 
of the churches. John Vatatzes and Germanus II treated them well, and the 
Minorites brought to Pope Gregory IX a patriarchal letter, in which the patri- 
arch offered to the pope for consideration the subject of the union.’?® Gregory 
IX acquiesced willingly in this proposal and in 1234 sent to Nicaea several 
delegates. The council was held first at Nicaea, and then transferred to Nym- 
phaeum. In the disputation Nicephorus Blemmydes took a leading part.'*" 
The course of the discussions at the Council of 1234 is very well known, be- 
cause there is a detailed official report.’?* But the negotiations met with failure, 
and the papal delegates were forced to withdraw, loaded with the curses of the 
Greeks gathered there, who shouted: “You are heretics. As we have found you 
heretics and excommunicated, so we leave you now as heretics and excom- 
municated!” In their turn the Catholic delegates cried to the Greeks: “You are 
also heretics!”??° 

At the Council of Lyons, in 1245, Gregory’s successor, Pope Innocent IV, 
announced that he was afflicted “about the schism of Romania, that is to say, 
of the Greek Church which, in our own days only a few years ago, had arro- 
gantly and foolishly seceded and averted itself from the bosom of its mother 
as if from its step-mother.”’®° “Two states,” Luchaire wrote, “two religions, 
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and two races, always deeply separated from each other, were maintaining 
towards each other the same attitude of enmity and distrust.”**? John Vatatzes’ 
alliance with Frederick II Hohenstaufen strained still farther the relations 
between Nicaea and the papacy, although towards the end of Frederick’s reign 
negotiations between Nicaea and Rome were reopened and an exchange of 
embassies took place. 

But after Frederick’s death, in the last years of John Vatatzes’ reign, there 
seemed to come a decisive moment for the union of the Churches. The Em- 
peror had submitted his conditions—the surrender to him of Constantinople, 
the restoration of the Constantinopolitan patriarchate, and the withdrawal 
from the city of the Latin Emperor and the Latin clergy—and Innocent IV 
acceded to them. For the restoration of the unity of the Christian world the 
pope was ready to sacrifice the state created by the crusaders. For the return 
of the capital to the Empire Vatatzes was ready to sacrifice the independence 
of the Greek church. Both sides definitely abandoned their traditional policy. 
But this agreement remained only a project. A very important letter of the 
patriarch of Nicaea to Innocent IV, written in 1253, gave to the Greek dele- 
gates full power to conclude with the pope the negotiations for union.’*? But 
in 1254 both John Vatatzes and Innocent IV died, and their agreement, one 
of the most significant pages in the history of the negotiations for union be- 
tween the East and West, remained only a project which was never realized. 

Theodore II Lascaris, Vatatzes’ son and successor, professed to believe that 
he as Emperor should guide the ecclesiastical policy, take part in church mat- 
ters, and preside at the ecclesiastical councils. Accordingly he did not desire a 
patriarch of great energy and strong will. Therefore, the candidature of Blem- 
mydes was finally rejected, and Arsenius was promoted from layman to patri- 
arch in three days.*** Under Theodore II the relations of Nicaea with the papal 
curia were closely tied up with the political concerns of the Emperor; as for 
his father, the union with Rome was for Theodore merely a step to Constanti- 
nople. 

It is usually related that, in 1256, Pope Alexander IV suddenly sent a bishop 
of Orvieto, in Italy, to Nicaea to resume the negotiations for union interrupted 
by Vatatzes’ death.’** This sudden decision of the pope seemed to have no 
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particular reason and remained unmotivated. But now, on the basis of some 
new documents, it is known that the initiative in resuming negotiations be- 
longed not to the pope, but to the Emperor of Nicaea.*** In 1256, Theodore 
sent to the pope two nobles who begged Alexander IV to resume negotiations 
and send a legate to Nicaea. Alexander was overjoyed to acquiesce in the im- 
perial proposal. Both sides wished to hasten matters as much as possible. The 
papal legate, Constantine, bishop of Orvieto, was to be ready to depart in ten 
days. It is interesting to note that the proposals made to the curia by the late 
John Vatatzes were now to serve as the principal basis of the new negotia- 
tions.'*° The delegate was supplied with both official and secret instructions. 
The legate was given some special powers, the most important of which was 
the right to convoke a council, to preside over it as a vicar of the pope, and to 
draw up its decisions as he pleased. 

This papal mission organized so energetically and hopefully ended in com- 
plete failure; the bishop of Orvieto was not even received by the Emperor, who 
had meantime changed his mind. On his way to Nicaea, in Macedonia, the 
papal legate was ordered to leave the imperial territory, and forbidden to 
journey further.’*" Theodore II who, at that time, was taking the field against 
Bulgaria and was successful in his political enterprises, had come to the con- 
clusion that he had no further need of the papal support. His final aim—the 
taking of Constantinople—seemed to Theodore entirely realizable without 
any new attempt to form the union, that is, without losing the independence 
of the Greek Church. 

In 1258 Theodore II died. Michael Palaeologus, who usurped the throne of 
Nicaea in 1259, was dangerously threatened by the coalition formed against 
him in the West. The papal support was needed and Michael apparently sent 
envoys to Pope Alexander IV. But the latter lacked energy and did not take 
the opportunity of making use of Michael’s difficult position.**’ Finally 
Michael succeeded in seizing Constantinople without any support from the 
Holy See. 

The Empire of Nicaea preserved the Orthodox church and the Orthodox 


135 See F. Schillmann, “Zur byzantinischen 
Politik Alexanders IV,” Romuische Quartal- 
schrift, XXII (1908), 108-31. From the Vati- 
can archives the author has published twelve 
new documents referring to the negotiations 
between Nicaea and Rome in 1256. 

136 Schillmann, ibid., 14-15 (no. II). In 
these documents the name of Emperor 
Calothannes (Vatatzes) is mentioned many 
times. 

187 George Acropolita, Annales, chap. 67; 
ed. Heisenberg, 139-40. Cf. a mistaken state- 


ment in the Cambridge Medieval History 
(IV, 505): “After a barren interview with the 
Papal plenipotentiaries (the Emperor) told 
Acropolita to get rid of them.” 

138 See Norden, Das Papsttum und Byzanz, 
382-83. See a very interesting article by R. 
Janin on the various churches and monasteries 
in Constantinople under the Latin domina- 
tion; “Les Sanctuaires de Byzance sous la 
domination latine,” Etudes byzantines, II 
(1945), 134-84. 


546 ' The Empire of Nicaea (1204-61) 


patriarchate, and restored them to Constantinople. During the Nicene Em- 
pire the plan for union had no success. 


SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC CONDITIONS IN THE EMPIRE OF NICAEA 


The Emperors of Nicaea were always concerned with the problems of the 
internal life of their state. Economic prosperity was one of their very impor- 
tant aims. In this respect John Vatatzes is especially noticeable; his varied and 
strenuous external activity did not prevent him from paying adequate atten- 
tion to the economic wealth of his country. He encouraged agriculture, vine- 
yards, and stock-breeding. To quote a source, “in a short time, all the ware- 
houses have been filled to overflowing with fruits; roads, streets, all stalls, and 
enclosures have been filled with flocks of cattle and fowls.”’** The famine 
which at that time befell the adjacent Sultanate of Rum compelled the Turks 
to crowd into the Nicene dominions to buy, at a high price, the means of sub- 
sistence. Turkish gold, silver, Oriental stuffs, jewels, and other articles of 
luxury poured in abundance into the hands of the Nicene Greeks and filled 
the imperial treasury. By diminishing taxes Vatatzes succeeded in raising the 
economic prosperity of the Empire. In times of dearth the large supplies of 
corn collected in granaries were distributed among the people. Having at his 
disposal considerable amounts of money Vatatzes erected all over the country 
forts, and such buildings as hospitals, almshouses, and poorhouses.’*® John 
Vatatzes was anxious “that, having everything at home he needed, no one 
should be induced to lay a grasping hand on simple and poor men, and that 
thereby the state of the Romans might be completely purified from injus- 
tice.”**? 

Vatatzes himself was a large landowner and many of his nobles also pos- 
sessed considerable tracts of land, and derived a sufficient living from their 
estates.'4” These estates seem to have been granted by the Emperor to the mem- 
bers of his officeholding nobility, and resemble the western European bene- 
ficium or Byzantine pronoza, that is to say, land granted by the emperors or, 
in their name, by their ministers, to subjects for their services to the state on 
condition that they furnish military service. Perhaps the large landowners 
were sometimes discontented with Vatatzes’ regime and renounced allegiance 
to him. Towards the close of his reign some confiscations by the Emperor of 
movable and immovable property took place,*** and this very interesting phe- 
nomenon may be explained by an antagonism between the throne and the 
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large landowners, on which there is no information. A recent historian even 
judged it possible to aver that such risings of the aristocracy against Vatatzes 
actually took place.*** From the social standpoint, Vatatzes may be regarded 
as a protector of the peasantry and urban class; he endeavored, first of all, to 
raise their wealth and prosperity; and this circumstance might have evoked 
the dissatisfaction of the landed aristocracy, which brought about severe meas- 
ures in retaliation against them. 

When Theodore II ascended the throne, the officeholding aristocracy perse- 
cuted by his father looked upon the new Emperor with confidence, hoping to 
regain their lost wealth and influence.’*® But they were disappointed in their 
expectations. Theodore’s policy was to diminish the influence of the aristoc- 
racy, and severe measures were apparently taken against many of its members; 
a long list of names of high officials who suffered under Theodore II is given 
by a contemporary writer.'*® The aristocracy was put down under Theodore 
II, and men of humble origin surrounded his throne; owing everything to 
Theodore they were obedient tools in his hands.’*7 After Theodore’s death, 
under his son, who was only a child, the aristocracy again increased their in- 
fluence. 

In connection with Theodore’s military enterprises the taxes were con- 
siderably augmented, and in his letter to Nicephorus Blemmydes, who accused 
the Emperor of extorting too many taxes from the population, Theodore ex- 
plained that the reason for his policy was his military activities.**° 

The Emperors of Nicaea were also very much interested in the development 
of commercial relations with other states, and especially with Venice. In 
August, 1219, Theodore I Lascaris made an alliance and a commercial treaty 
with the Venetian podesta in Constantinople, which secured to the Venetian 
merchants the privilege of trading free of dues on land and sea, all over the 
Empire of Nicaea (per totum Imperium meum et sine aliqua inquisitione).’*° 

Western goods imported by the Venetians according to this treaty competed 
successfully with eastern goods which had to pass through the whole territory 
of the Sultanate of Iconium. Eastern and Italian stuffs were in special demand, 
and the population spent enormous amounts of money for their purchase. See- 
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ing this John Vatatzes, under pain of “dishonor,” that is to say, of losing their 
social position, forbade his subjects to purchase and wear foreign stuffs and 
ordered them to be satisfied “only with that which the land of the Romans 
produces and which the hands of the Romans are able to prepare.”’*’ How 
long this regulation, which was intended to support local production, re- 
mained in force, is not known; probably it was soon forgotten. 

The friendly relations with Venice did not last long, and under Vatatzes the 
Republic of St. Mark was hostile to Nicaea. At that time Vatatzes had some 
difficulties with the former imperial governor of the island of Rhodes, Leon 
Gabalas, who, soon after 1204, had styled himself “Lord of the Cyclades,” and 
even “Caesar.” When Vatatzes opened hostilities against him, Leon, unable 
to protect the island with his own forces, made an offensive and defensive al- 
liance with Venice, which broke down the treaty concluded with Theodore I 
Lascaris. In the treaty of 1234 between Leon Gabalas and Venice the latter was 
granted vast commercial privileges. In this very interesting document Leon 
Gabalas called himself “dominus Rhode et Cicladum insularum Ksserus Leo 
Gavalla,” “lord of Rhodes and the Cyclades, Caesar Leo Gavalla.”**? Vatatzes 
sent an expedition to Rhodes and the island became the possession of the 
Emperor of Nicaea.’®? 

Just before the taking of Constantinople the Genoese gained the upper hand 
over their Venetian rivals when, in 1261, Michael Palaeologus signed the treaty 
of Nymphaeum. According to this treaty the Genoese obtained commercial 
supremacy in the Levant. After the restoration of the Byzantine Empire 
Michael Palaeologus continued his friendly relations with the Genoese. 


EDUCATION, LEARNING, LITERATURE, AND ART 


After the ruin of the Empire in 1204 and its division into a certain number 
of independent Latin and Greek dominions, the state of Nicaea became not 
only the center for the future political unification of the Hellenes, but also a 
hotbed of intense cultural life. As George of Cyprus states, in the second half 
of the thirteenth century, Nicaea was said “to be an ancient Athens in her 
abundance of scholars” and “a marvelous and greatly loved source of scholar- 
ship.”?5* Perhaps it may not be amiss to recall that in the West in the Middle 
Ages Paris was called “‘a new Athens” and “a city of science.” However on his 
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coming to Nicaea George of Cyprus was disappointed in his expectations of 
Nicaea as a city of scholarship. In one of his works Theodore Lascaris said that 
Corinth was famous for music, Thessaly for weaving, Philadelphia for shoe- 
making, and Nicaea for philosophy.*** All the Lascarids, except the last, the 
child John IV, were real adrhirers of learning and education and very well 
understood that spiritual culture was one of the foundations of a strong state. 
In spite of the great difficulties in the external and internal relations of his 
young empire, the first ruler of Nicaea, Theodore I, was interested in the prob- 
lems of learning. He invited to his court many scholars, especially from the 
Greek regions occupied or menaced by the Franks. Such an invitation was 
received, for example, by the metropolitan of Athens, Michael Acominatus, 
who had fled before the Latin invasion to the island of Ceos, but he was unable 
to accept it because of his advanced age and poor health. However, Michael’s 
brother, Nicetas Acominatus, an historian, retired to Nicaea after the taking of 
Constantinople by the Franks. Enjoying leisure and tranquillity at Theodore 
Lascaris’ court, he put into permanent shape his historical works and wrote his 
theological treatise A Treasury of Orthodoxy. Theodore’s successor, the 
famous John III Ducas Vatatzes, despite his vigorous and continued military 
and international activity, found time enough to satisfy the cultural needs of 
the Empire. In his cities he founded libraries, particularly of art and sciences, 
and he sometimes himself sent young men to school to stimulate education in 
his country. To his time belongs the most eminent representative of the cul- 
tural movement of the thirteenth century, Nicephorus Blemmydes, scholar, 
writer, and teacher. Among his disciples were the enlightened writer on the 
throne, Vatatzes’ successor, Theodore II Lascaris, and a very well known his- 
torian and statesman, George Acropolita. Like his father, Theodore was deeply 
interested in libraries; he collected books and distributed them to different 
libraries, and he even allowed the books to be taken out by the readers to their 
homes for reading.”*® 

As in the epoch of the Comneni, the educated people of the thirteenth 
century wrote, with very few exceptions, in the artificial school-Greek tongue. 
This had broken away from the spoken language, which was not admitted in 
literature. The Greek classical writers and the Church Fathers were the models 
under whose yoke the medieval educated Greeks in general, and the Greeks of 
the thirteenth century in particular, lived and thought. 

The most eminent figure in the cultural life of the Nicene Empire was, un- 
doubtedly, Nicephorus Blemmydes. Besides many works of various kinds, he 
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left two interesting autobiographies published in 1896 by the German scholar, 
A. Heisenberg. These give a picture not only of the life of the author, but also 
of the events and men of his epoch. 

Blemmydes was born in Constantinople at the very end of the twelfth cen- 
tury. After the taking of the capital by the Latins the boy Blemmydes and his 
parents emigrated to Asia Minor, in the dominions of Theodore I Lascaris. 
There he started his education in the elementary school. Passing from city to 
city, Blemmydes became gradually acquainted, through various teachers, with 
poetics, rhetoric, logic, philosophy, natural sciences, medicine, arithmetic, 
geometry, physics, and astronomy. Then he settled in a monastery and, for the 
first time, devoted himself entirely to the active study of the Scriptures and the 
works of the Fathers. In Vatatzes’ reign, Patriarch Germanus had a feeling of 
affection for Blemmydes, kept him at his court, and made him familiar with 
the broad interests of the Church. But Blemmydes had a tendency to solitary 
life, abandoned the court in spite of the persuasions of the patriarch, and re- 
tired to a monastery on the mountain of Latros, close to Miletus, in Caria, 
famous for its strict monastic rule, where he devoted himself to the spiritual 
life. On his return from the monastery, during the negotiations of Vatatzes 
and the patriarch with the papal legates concerning union, Blemmydes was 
a strict defender of the Orthodox doctrine; finally, he took refuge in the cowl 
and established himself in a monastery, where he occupied himself with his 
scientific works, founded a school, and became a teacher of philosophy. 
Among other young men entrusted to Blemmydes by the Emperor was the 
future historian and statesman George Acropolita. Vatatzes, attentive to the 
progress of learning and art in his Empire, sent Blemmydes on a scientific 
mission through Thrace, Macedonia, Thessaly, Mount Athos, and other places, 
to purchase valuable manuscripts of the Scriptures and other works, or, if 
purchase were impossible, to read them and make extracts and notes. This 
commission successfully fulfilled, enriched Blemmydes’ mind with new 
knowledge that greatly astonished his contemporaries. The Emperor con- 
fided to his care the education of his son and heir, Theodore Lascaris, who 
later became an enlightened ruler and writer. After having founded a mon- 
astery of his own, Blemmydes established himself there. He participated in the 
religious discussions of his epoch, came near being elected patriarch, devoted 
most of his time to his literary studies, survived the restoration of the Byzan- 
tine Empire by Michael Palaeologus, and peacefully passed away in his mon- 
astery about the year 1272. Blemmydes’ contemporaries unanimously pay to 
him the highest tributes.**° 

156 The best biographies of Blemmydes are: Curriculum vitae et carmina, ix-xxv; V. Bar- 
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Numerous and varied works of Blemmydes have been preserved. The two 
autobiographies of Blemmydes give much valuable information about both 
the life and personality of the author and the ecclesiastical history and the 
political and social conditions of his epoch; in fact, the second is one of the 
very important sources for the history of Byzantium in the thirteenth century. 
Blemmydes was the author of a very great number of theological writings 
in the field of dogmatics, polemics, asceticism, exegetics, liturgics, ecclesiastical 
poetry, sermons, and lives of the saints. His “version of some psalms,” designed 
for the church service, became later a prescribed part of vespers in the Greek 
church, appeared afterwards in the south Slavonic churches, and finally 
reached Russia. Blemmydes’ secular works are also of great interest. His 
political treatise The Imperial Statue (BactdtKds avdpids), dedicated to his 
pupil, Emperor Theodore II Lascaris, depicts an ideal ruler who is to serve 
as an example of various dignities and virtues; this emperor is a model of all 
good, and shines brighter than the celebrated Polycleitus; in his life Theodore 
must follow such a model. In the opinion of Blemmydes, the ruler is “the 
highest official ordained by God to care for the people subject to him and to 
lead them to the highest good.” The emperor as “the prop and stay of the 
people” should have in view the welfare of his subjects, should not give vent 
to anger, should avoid flatterers, and should care for the army and navy. Dur- 
ing peace he must prepare for war, because strong weapons are the best pro- 
tection; it is necessary for him to care for the internal organization of the 
state, for religion, and for justice. “May the emperor,” Blemmydes said at the 
end of the treatise, “accept favorably this word of mine, and may he listen to 
better advice from wiser men which he will collect and keep carefully in 
the depth of his soul.”?*" The starting point of all the speculations of the 
author on the ideal ruler is this statement: “First of all, the emperor must 
control himself, and then govern all his people.”'** The exact sources which 
Blemmydes used for his treatise are not known. 

The opinions of scholars vary as to the significance of this treatise. “This 
work of Blemmydes,” a special writer on his life and works said, “has a par- 
ticular value and significance, chiefly because it perfectly answered the needs 
and requirements of the Greek people of that time.”’°® They had lost Con- 
stantinople, found refuge at Nicaea, and they dreamt, through an experienced, 
strong, energetic, and enlightened monarch, of driving out the foreigners 
from the shores of the Bosphorus and returning to their fatherland. Such an 
ideal monarch was portrayed by Blemmydes. 
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In contradiction to this opinion, another scholar, Th. Uspensky, wrote of 
the same work: “Blemmydes has no idea of contemporary requirements; he 
lives in the realm of fairy tales, beyond the limits of reality; he has no realiza- 
tion of contemporary life and the needs of the epoch. Blemmydes’ abstract king 
is wise but lacking in human passions and emotions. He is placed in a setting 
entirely isolated from life and everyday relations, and therefore his advice and 
suggestions cannot correspond to real requirements. . . . The misfortune of 
the medieval Greek was that he was weakened by classical reminiscences; he 
had no creative force, and real life was veiled from him by books. We imagine 
Blemmydes to be such a man from his political treatise.”'°° 

Of course, classical traditions and religious emotions influenced Blemmydes 
a great deal. Still, in the course of his life, he was several times closely con- 
nected with the interests of the Empire and its Emperor, so that, perhaps, he 
was not always “a dweller in another world, entirely strange to the interests 
of the sinful earth.”’®* Under the rhetorical disguise of his treatise one may 
distinguish some realistic traits which resemble the personality of Theodore 
II. It is very probable that when Blemmydes was writing his “imperial statue” 
the real image of Theodore II was hovering before his eyes, though the real 
traits in his ideal ruler are overshadowed by his rhetoric and classical erudi- 
tion.'®? 

Of the philosophical writings of Blemmydes based mainly on Aristotle, the 
best known are Abridged Physics and Abridged Logic, especially the latter. 
After the author’s death, his Logic became known all over the Empire and. 
little by little, became the basis for teaching and the favorite textbook of 
philosophy not only in the East, but also in western Europe. The editor of 
Blemmydes’ autobiographies, A. Heisenberg, remarked that these two works 
“have really created an immortal name for the author.”*°? 

Blemmydes’ Logic and PAysics are also important both from the point of 
view of understanding the philosophical movements in Byzantium of the 
thirteenth century, and from the point of view of elucidating the dark problem 
of the influence of Byzantium on the development of western European 
thought. There is also a correspondence of Blemmydes with Theodore II Las- 
caris, which gives much information on the history and culture of the time. 
Two small geographical writings in the form of textbooks, A History of the 
Earth and A General Geography, as well as some poems of secular charac- 
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ter,'°* complete the rich and various literary inheritance left by Blemmydes to 
subsequent generations. Though it is true that he failed to open up new ways 
in his works and thoughts, Nicephorus Blemmydes was a brilliant figure in 
the complicated epoch of the Empire of Nicaea and justly occupies one of the 
most prominent places in the history of Byzantine culture. 

Among the pupils of Blemmydes two became particularly distinguished: 
George Acropolita and Emperor Theodore II Lascaris. Born at Constanti- 
nople, George Acropolita had gone in his youth to Nicaea, during the reign 
of John Vatatzes. Together with Theodore Lascaris, he had received a good 
education under Nicephorus Blemmydes. He later even became a teacher 
of Theodore himself. He reached the highest offices but failed in his military 
career. Then he accompanied Michael Palaeologus to Constantinople, devoted 
himself to diplomacy and, by the order of the Emperor, conducted the nego- 
tiations at the Council of Lyons in 1274, where he succeeded in accomplishing 
the union with the western church, against which he had formerly struggled. 
Acropolita died at the beginning of the ninth decade of the thirteenth century. 

The main literary work of Acropolita is the history narrating the events 
from the capture of Constantinople by the crusaders to the restoration of the 
Byzantine Empire (1203-1261), which is very important as a source. This 
work may be called a special history of the epoch of the Nicene Empire and 
serves as a continuation of the work of Nicetas Choniates. As a contemporary 
of the events described, who in his official position had taken part in them, 
Acropolita gave a reasonable and reliable narration of the events of his epoch 
in clear language. Among the short writings of Acropolita, is the sensitive 
and beautiful funeral oration on John Vatatzes. 

With the name of Blemmydes is also closely connected the name of Emperor 
Theodore II Lascaris. George Acropolita was the official teacher of Theodore, 
but Blemmydes had a very strong influence upon the future Emperor, who 
in his letters called him his teacher and who felt profound reverence for 
him.’ Both Blemmydes and Acropolita succeeded in instilling into the soul 
of their young pupil, during the lifetime of his father John Vatatzes, a real 
love for knowledge. The correspondence of Theodore published at the end 
of the last century by the Italian scholar, Festa, affords a new and fresh source 
of information on this interesting personality. Theodore studied the Greek 
writers, both ecclesiastical and secular, became acquainted with different 
sciences, and devoted his chief attention to philosophy, particularly Aristotle. 
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Trained in the ideas of Hellenism and classical literature, he beautifully de- 
scribed, in one of his letters, the profound impression produced upon him 
by the contemplation of the ancient monuments and ruins of Pergamum.'* 
This letter, as far as content and style are concerned, might have been written 
by an Italian humanist. 

Favoring education, he was, like his father, interested in school matters. In 
one of his letters concerning the pupils who had finished school and been sent 
to the Emperor for examination, Theodore wrote: “Nothing else rejoices so 
much the soul of the gardener as to see his meadow in full blossom; if, from 
the beautiful and flourishing view, he may judge of the bloom of plants, he 
may, upon the same basis, conjecture that in proper time he will enjoy the 
fruits of charm and beauty. . . . Although I was terribly oppressed with a 
great want of leisure on account of my duties as commander, while my mind 
was distracted by revolts, battles, oppositions, resistance, cunning, changes, 
menaces . . . nevertheless I have never withdrawn my chief thought from 
the beauty of the spiritual meadow.”?** 

A circle of educated, literary, and scholarly men gathered around Theodore 
II, who himself was deeply interested in science, art, music, poetry, and the 
like. He opened many schools, and in one of his letters, he discusses the prob- 
lem of school organization, programs, and purposes.'** 

Theodore Lascaris wrote several treatises on philosophic and religious sub- 
jects, and some panegyrics, and left the large collection of letters mentioned 
above (over two hundred) addressed to various prominent people of his 
epoch, especially to his tutors, Nicephorus Blemmydes and George Acropolita. 
In Theodore’s writings may be also pointed out his vast knowledge of the 
natural and mathematical sciences. A more attentive and detailed study of the 
literary inheritance of Theodore Lascaris, published as well as unpublished,'*” 
would undoubtedly provide the basis for appreciating the personality of the 
author—‘a sort of Oriental parallel to his great contemporary Frederick II” 
—as well as for a more profound understanding of the cultural interests of the 
Christian East in the thirteenth century.*”° 

To the second half of the twelfth century and to the first period of the 
Empires of Nicaea and Constantinople belongs the activity of the two enlight- 
ened brothers, John and Nicholas Mesaritai, whose very existence came to light 
only at the beginning of the twentieth century, owing to A. Heisenberg. For 
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this reason, these two names were not mentioned in Krumbacher’s famous 
Fitstory of Byzantine Literature. The funeral oration delivered by Nicholas 
Mesarites on the death of his elder brother shows that John had a careful edu- 
cation, held some office under the last two Comneni, and later, under the An- 
geli, became a professor of the exegesis of the Psalmbook. He wrote a com- 
mentary on the Psalms, the authoritative copy of which perished at the capture 
and sack of Constantinople by the Franks in 1204. John took an active part in 
the disputes with the papal representatives at Constantinople in the first years 
of the Latin Empire, and held firmly to the Orthodox standpoint. He died in 
1207.17! 

His younger brother, Nicholas, who also held some office about court under 
the Angeli and agreed with his brother concerning the papal pretensions, went 
to Nicaea after his brother’s death, where he was kindly received by the pa- 
triarch and afterwards made bishop of Ephesus. Later he took a leading part 
in the negotiations for a religious understanding between Nicaea and Rome, 
about which he left a detailed narrative. Some of the works of Nicholas, 
though far from all, have been published. 

Particularly interesting is the description by Nicholas Mesarites of the 
Church of the Holy Apostles in Constantinople with its beautiful mosaics.*”? 
This church, hardly inferior to St. Sophia in luxury and beauty, was the burial 
place of the Byzantine emperors and the prototype of St. Mark’s at Venice, St. 
John at Ephesus, and St. Front at Périgueux in France. The Church of the 
Holy Apostles is known to have been destroyed by the Turks in 1453, and on 
its site the mosque of Muhammed II the Conqueror was constructed. Because 
of the loss of the important monument itself, the description of Nicholas based 
upon his personal observation has particular significance. A. Heisenberg, the 
first to acquaint the scholarly world with Nicholas Mesarites, said that his 
writings can, to a certain extent, throw new light upon the origin of the Em- 
pire of Nicaea and are an important source of information for the period. 
“Whoever has the courage to prepare an edition of Mesarites’ works will 
render a great service; this task is not easy, but exceedingly valuable, and 
merits thanks.”?** 

One cannot ascribe eminent talents to the brothers Mesaritai, but they be- 
long to those educated and book-loving men who, some in the quiet of monas- 
teries, some at the court of Nicaea, promoted cultural work in the thirteenth 
century and prepared the way for the spiritual and political regeneration of 
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the state which brought about the Byzantine Empire’s restoration in 1261. 

The Byzantine chronicle of that period is represented by only one writer, 
Joel, who wrote, probably in the thirteenth century, a brief universal chronicle 
having no historical or literary value. It covered the period from Adam to the 
capture of Constantinople by the Latins in 1204. 

All of these works were written in the conventional classic, literary, and 
artificial tongue that had entirely broken away from the popular spoken 
language. But there are some examples in the literature of the thirteenth cen- 
tury of the use of the spoken language and popular poetical meters which give 
interesting specimens of the new currents in literature. 

Composed in popular (political) verses on the occasion of the marriage of 
John Vatatzes to the daughter of Frederick II, the epithalamium (nuptial 
poem) of Nicholas Irenikos (Eirenikos),’7* was written in the style of the 
court ceremonial, closely related to the style of the epithalamia of Theodore 
Prodromus. Nicholas Irenikos’ poem gives new information on the splendid 
ceremonies of the Byzantine court, and therein lies its historical and cultural 
value.’’® Krumbacher’s opinion that this poem resembles the nuptial songs 
of modern Greek poetry and that the author drew his inspiration directly from 
the popular poetry of that time, cannot be maintained.**® 

To the epoch of the crusades, especially after the Fourth Crusade, when on 
the territory of the eastern Empire there were established a number of Latin 
feudal dominions, belong several poetical works written in the spoken lan- 
guage and presenting a sort of romance which, in a fantastic setting, describes 
mainly love and chivalrous adventures. One piece of work in the field of 
Byzantine epic poetry previous to the crusades, namely, the poem of Digenes 
Akrites, is particularly well known." 

The epoch of the crusades created in Byzantium a more complex literary 
setting. The Frankish conquerors who brought into the East the definitely 
established institutions of western feudalism, of course made their new sub- 
jects acquainted with their western chivalrous literature of the twelfth century, 
with the Provencal romans d’aventures and other works which became wide- 
spread at the Latin courts in Greek lands. The medieval French romance 
which had proved its cosmopolitan character by the fact that it was adopted 
in Germany, Italy, and England, could certainly take root also in Greece, 
where the conditions at the beginning of the thirteenth century seemed to be 
particularly favorable for it. The question has therefore been raised whether 
the Byzantine romance in verse of the time was a mere imitation of western 
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models, or whether the Byzantine romans d’aventures were original works 
created by Byzantine conditions of life, analogous to western conditions, only 
partly influenced by western literature. Bury suggested that perhaps “their 
acquaintance with Western romances move the Greeks to produce works im- 
pregnated with Western ideas in the same way as the Odes of Horace or the 
Eclogues and Aeneid of Virgil are charged with the influence of their Hel- 
lenic masters.”*"* Various opinions of scholars on this problem are based upon 
the study of literary sources, often anonymous and not to be exactly dated, 
for style, meter, and literary and historical content. 

An anonymous romance in verse, Belthandros and Chrysantza, the original 
version of which is to be dated, probably, in the thirteenth century, is an ex- 
ample of the Byzantine romance. The text bears some traces of a later remodel- 
ing and may belong to the fifteenth century.”° 

The plot of the romance is as follows: A certain emperor Rodophilos has 
two sons, Philarmos and Belthandros. Belthandros, the younger son, distin- 
guished for beauty and courage, cannot bear the persecutions of his father 
and leaves his country to seek his fortune abroad. Passing by the land border- 
ing on Turkey and entering Armenia (that is to say, lesser Armenia, Cilicia), 
he reaches Tarsus; near the city he comes to a small stream in the water of 
which a star is shining. The star leads Belthandros to a magnificent castle full 
of various miracles, named in the romance a Castle of Love ("Epwrdéxacrpov). 
There, from the inscriptions on two statues, he learns of the predestined love 
between him and Chrysantza, “a daughter of the great king of great Anti- 
och.”?*° Deciding to see all “the bitter and sweet beauties of the Castle of 
Love,”*** Belthandros, on the invitation of the Lord of the castle, “the king 
of love who had on his head an imperial crown and held in his hand a huge 
scepter and a gold arrow,’**? approaches his throne. On learning the story of 
Belthandros’ life, the king directs him to select, of forty girls, the most beauti- 
ful and to give her a rod “of twisted iron, gold, and topaz.”'®* Then, in the 
romance the interesting scene of the competition of beauty is described which 
resembles the judgment of Paris and reflects the well-known Byzantine cus- 
tom of the choice of the worthiest bride for the basileus. When Belthandros 
gives the rod to the most beautiful girl, all that surrounds him, the king him- 
self and the forty girls, suddenly disappear “like a dream.”*** Leaving the 
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castle, Belthandros, after five days’ journey, comes to the outskirts of Antioch. 
where he meets the king of the city out hunting with his falcons and his court. 
The master of Antioch offers him a post at his court. Suddenly, in the daughter 
of the king, Chrysantza, Belthandros recognizes the girl to whom in the Castle 
of Love he handed the rod. The young couple are inflamed with love for each 
other and, in spite of all the strictness of women’s life in the Orient, a love 
meeting takes place at night in the royal garden. But the meeting ends badly 
for Belthandros: at dawn the guard discovers the couple, seizes Belthandros, 
and throws him into prison. Chrysantza persuades her faithful maidservant to 
say that Belthandros came to the garden to meet her. When Chrysantza’s fa- 
ther hears this he pardons Belthandros and, with the secret consent of Chry- 
santza, a fictitious marriage between Belthandros and the maidservant is per- 
formed. The clandestine meetings between Belthandros and Chrysantza 
continue. Ten months later the lovers, the maid, and some faithful servants 
flee from Antioch; while crossing a raging river the maid and the servants 
perish. The lovers, barely escaping death, reach the seacoast, where they find a 
Greek vessel sent by Belthandros’ father, Rodophilos, in search of his younger 
son; the beloved elder son has died. Recognizing the son of their emperor, the 
sailors immediately take Belthandros and Chrysantza on board the ship and 
bring them speedily to the capital, where Rodophilos, who has despaired of 
seeing his son again, welcomes them with great joy. The romance ends with 
a description of the solemn wedding of Belthandros and Chrysantza, at which 
the bishop performs the ceremony and puts the imperial crown upon the head 
of Belthandros. 

The judgment of scholars on this anonymous romance gives an indication 
of their general opinion of the Byzantine romance of the epoch of the crusades. 
One group of scholars thinks that a French romance of chivalry, still unknown 
or lost, served as a basis for the romance Belthandros and Chrysantza; in the 
Castle of Love, the Greek Erotocastron, they see the Chateau d’amour of Prov- 
encal poetry; in the proper names of Rodophilos and Belthandros they recog- 
nize the popular Hellenized western names of Rodolph and Bertrand ;’** it 
has even been thought that the whole romance of Belthandros and Chrysantza 
is nothing but a Greek version of the French tale of a well-known French 
knight of the fourteenth century, Bertrand du Guesclin, who lived during the 
Hundred Years’ War.!®® Krumbacher, who was inclined to refer to western 
European sources all that is found in medieval Greek popular poetry on the 
Castle of Love, Eros, and so on, wrote that the romance of Belthandros and 
Chrysantza was certainly written by a Greek, but in a land which had been 
familiar for a long time with Frankish culture; but the chief problem, whether 
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the kernel of the plot is of Frankish or of Greco-Eastern origin, will remain 
unsolved till the real prototype of this romance is found.'*? Finally, Bury said 
that the romance of Belthandros and Chrysantza is Greek from the beginning 
to the end in its construction, descriptions, and ideas; it has nothing that ought 
to be referred to western influence. A parallel literary development existed in 
both Frankish and Greek lands. Just as the French romances of the twelfth 
century were preceded by a great deal of epic poetry, so the Greek romances of 
the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries had also as their background an epic 
basis. In both cases the working out of romantic motives was affected by the 
influences flowing directly or indirectly from the Hellenistic world: in France, 
through Latin literature, particularly Ovid; in Greece by means of the literary 
tradition which was never dead there. . . . The Greeks already possessed, 
owing to their own experiences, all the ideas, material, and setting for the 
romances of chivalry, when the western knights were establishing themselves 
in the East. Therefore the French literature of the twelfth century could exer- 
cise no such strong influence on Byzantium as it exercised, for example, on 
Germany. The romantic literature of the West did not appear as a new revela- 
tion to people who in their own literature had motives, ideals, and elements 
of phantasy similar to those of the West. Of course, some influence from 
French literature in the epoch of the crusades, through the contact and inter- 
mingling of the two cultures in the Christian West, is not to be denied. But, 
generally speaking, French and Byzantine romances have one common Hel- 
lenistic basis, and they developed along parallel lines, independent of each 
other.’** As Diehl said, the background of the romance of Belthandros and 
Chrysantza remains purely Byzantine, and Greek civilization seems to have 
given the Frankish barons who came as conquerors much more than it re- 
ceived from them.’*? Another “love story” composed in political verses, the 
story of Callimachos and Chrysorroé, may also be referred to the thirteenth 
century.'*° 

Light has recently been thrown on some eminent personalities of the thir- 
teenth century in the west of the Balkan peninsula connected with the history 
of the Despotat of Epirus, the second Hellenic center organized on the ruins 
of the Byzantine Empire. Among the prominent men of this region were: 
John Apocaucus, metropolitan of Naupactus (the city of Naupactus, in Italian 
Lepanto, at the entrance to the Gulf of Corinth or Lepanto) ; George Bardanes, 
metropolitan of Corcyra (the island of Corcyra, Italian Corft); and De- 
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metrius. Chomatenos (Chomatianos), archbishop of Ochrida (the city of 
Ochrida or Achrida in western Macedonia, which in the first half of the thir- 
teenth century belonged to the Despotat of Epirus). 

In 1897 Krumbacher could only mention John of Naupactus as a polemist 
against the Latins and as the supposed author of the letters preserved in one of 
the manuscripts of Oxford which at that time had not been published.'*? But 
the publication of the correspondence of John, from a manuscript in St. Peters- 
burg, by V. G. Vasilievsky, and the later publication of a portion of John’s 
writings by the French scholar Pétridés, on the basis of the Oxford manuscript, 
enables students to become acquainted with the interesting personality of this 
writer.’’* The publication of all the manuscripts referring to John of Naupac- 
tus is far from complete. 

John Apocaucus, metropolitan of Naupactus, who lived until the thirties 
of the thirteenth century, received an excellent classical and theological edu- 
cation. He spent some time in Constantinople, perhaps, in his youth, and then 
as metropolitan of Naupactus, took an active part in the political, public, and 
ecclesiastical life of the Despotat of Epirus. John appears as a leader of the 
patriotic portion of the Orthodox Greek clergy, both in independent Epirus 
and in the regions temporarily conquered, also, perhaps, as a political leader, 
and finally as the supporter of the Despots in their conflicts with the highest 
ecclesiastical authority, the patriarch, who was backed by the rival Emperor 
of Nicaea.’®* E. A. Chernousov wrote: John was “not a gloomy monk con- 
fined in his cell, interested only in ecclesiastical affairs, far from the world 
and men. On the contrary, in his conception and character, in disclosing his 
own ‘Ego,’ in the methods of his literary activity, may be noticed the features 
which, to a certain extent, relate him to the later Italian humanists.”'** In the 
works of John Apocaucus are evident his love and taste for writing, which has 
produced his vast correspondence, his love and feeling for nature and, finally, 
his attitude toward ancient literature, the authority of which, in the persons 
of the most celebrated writers of antiquity, Homer, Aristophanes, Euripides, 
Thucydides, Aristotle, and others, he estimated very highly, and which, along 
with the Bible, gave him a rich mine for parallels and analogies. At present 
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there are in print more than forty of his writings—letters, various canonical 
works, and epigrams.’*> Among his correspondents were Theodore Com- 
nenus, despot of Epirus, and the famous metropolitan of Athens, Michael 
Acominatus. As not all the writings of John Apocaucus have been published, 
a more complete and definite judgment on him as a writer and statesman be- 
longs to the future.’*® 

About the second eminent personality of the epoch of the Despotat of Epi- 
rus, George Bardanes, metropolitan of Corcyra, there existed for a long time an 
important misunderstanding. At the end of the sixteenth century, the author 
of the Ecclestastical Annals, Cardinal Baronius, placed him in the twelfth 
century on the basis of George’s letters to Emperors Frederick and Manual 
Ducas. Cardinal Baronius thought these letters were addressed to Frederick I 
Barbarossa and Manuel I Comnenus.**’ Later scholars, realizing that several 
polemic pieces given under the name of George could not be associated in 
subject matter with the events of the twelfth century, came to the conclusion 
that there were two Georges of Corcyra, one who lived in the twelfth century, 
the other in the thirteenth. This erroneous opinion was accepted in the His- 
tory of Byzantine Literature by Krumbacher, published in 1897.’°° But in 
1885 this problem was definitely solved by V. G. Vasilievsky, who proved ir- 
refutably that there was only one George, metropolitan of Corcyra; that he 
lived in the thirteenth century; and that the two emperors to whom he wrote 
were Frederick II and Manuel, Despot of Thessalonica, brother of the Emperor 
of Thessalonica, Theodore Ducas Angelus, who had been captured by the 
Bulgars. Thus George Bardanes belongs to the thirteenth century."*” 

George was born, probably, at Athens, and was first a pupil and later a 
friend and correspondent of Michael Acominatus, whose letters give much 
information about his life. George spent some time at the imperial court of 
Nicaea, and then returned to the West, where he was ordained bishop of Cor- 
cyra by John of Naupactus. The Despot of Epirus, Theodore Angelus, was 
favorably disposed towards him. George’s interesting letters have reached us, 
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and Michael Acominatus on reading them felt the elegance of their style and 
clearness of their exposition; this, however, did not prevent Michael Acomina- 
tus, in his letters, from teaching George and correcting various failures of 
his style.*°° Besides the letters, George was the author of polemic pieces against 
the Latins and several iambic poems. 

The famous Greek hierarch and canonist of the first half of the thirteenth 
century, the archbishop of Ochrida (Achrida), ordained by John of Naupac- 
tus, Demetrius Chomatenus (Chomatianos), who crowned Theodore of 
Epirus Emperor of Thessalonica, has left more than 150 writings, letters in 
which various juridical and ecclesiastical questions were discussed, various 
canonical messages and replies, judicial decisions, the acts of councils, and so 
on. These writings are of very great importance for the history of Byzantine 
law in general and canonic law in particular, and give an interesting source 
of information on the history of the church, the customs and manners, and the 
international relations of the first half of the thirteenth century in Epirus, Al- 
bania, Serbia, Bulgaria, and the Latin states. 

John Apocaucus, metropolitan of Naupactus, George Bardanes, metropoli- 
tan of Corcyra, and Demetrius Chomatenus, archbishop of Ochrida, are the 
most prominent representatives of the cultural movement in the Despotat of 
Epirus and in the short-lived Empire of Thessalonica.?”* 

As far as Byzantine art was concerned, the new Frankish principalities es- 
tablished on the territory of the Byzantine Empire induced many artists from 
Constantinople and Thessalonica (Salonika) to seek new fields in the now 
powerful Serbian kingdom, or to join the artists already settled in Venice; 
“there was a diaspora [dispersion] of the painters. These missionaries of By- 
zantine art gave direction to the Slav schools, the full achievement of which 
at a rather later time we are now only beginning to understand.”*°* But artistic 
traditions did not die out, and the artistic renaissance under the Palacologi 
was, to a certain extent, due to these traditions and achievements of an earlier 
time which were preserved in the thirteenth century. 

The literary movement of the epoch of the Nicene Empire has great im- 
portance for the general history of Byzantine culture. The center which had 
been created at the court of the Emperors of Nicaea became a nursery of cul- 
ture, which, amid political dwision, violent international struggle, and in- 
ternal troubles, saved, protected, and continued the achievements of the first 
Hellenic renaissance under the Comneni in order to make possible later the 
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appearance of the second cultural Hellenic renaissance under the Palaeologi. 
Nicaea serves as a bridge from the first renaissance to the second. 

The cultural center formed in the thirteenth century in the western part of 
the Balkan peninsula, in the territory of Epirus, was the link which related 
the Christian East to western Europe, and to Italy in particular, in the cultural 
movement of the time. The rise of the culture of Italy in the thirteenth century 
at the time of Frederick II Hohenstaufen, this “prologue of the Renaissance,” 
although it has not yet been thoroughly studied, has been and is being gener- 
ally emphasized, discussed, and acknowledged. But the rise of the culture of 
Nicaea during the same century, and especially the movement in neglected 
Epirus, have not been taken into consideration. As a matter of fact, these three 
movements, in Italy, Nicaea, and Epirus, developed more or less actively along 
parallel lines, and perhaps with some reciprocal influences. Even a phenome- 
non so modest at first sight as the cultural rise of Epirus in the thirteenth 
century must lose its exclusively local significance and take its place in the 
history of general European culture of the thirteenth century. 


BYZANTINE FEUDALISM 


For a considerable length of time feudalism has been studied-as-a-pheneme- 
non belonging ¢} hsivetytm medieval western ope,-and indeed as distin- 
gushing Me Distory of tus atéa fram the Wistory oF other lands.*°* It even has 
been supposed, not infrequently, that feudalism in all western countries was 
a homogeneous phenomenon, identical in substance. The fact has been ob- 
scured that feudal conditions established in one or another country in the 
West had their own peculiarities. Recently, however, the meaning of the term 
feudalism has grown broader; scholars have noted that the presence of feudal- 
izing processes is to be found among different peoples in various parts of the 
earth and various epochs of history. The comparative historical method has 
eliminated an important historical prejudice that long dominated: that the 
complicated political, social, and economic phenomenon conventionally called 
feudalism belonged exclusively to the Middle Ages in western Europe. There- 
fore at present the term feudalism is used in two senses, one generic, the other 
specific. West European feudalism in the Middle Ages is only one species of 
feudalism and is a concept used in the narrower sense of the word, while in 
the broader sense feudalism is a stage of culture through which, according to 
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many historians and sociologists, all peoples pass in their historical develop- 
iment. No doubt the feudal process was far from reaching its complete develop- 
ment everywhere; for instance, sometimes the process was limited only to the 
social aspect and failed to attain political significance. Nevertheless, the trans- 
fer of this problem from the limits of western European medieval history 
into world history has allowed scholars to discover feudalism in ancient Egypt. 
in the Arab califate, in Japan, in the Islands of the Pacific Ocean, and in Old 


; unavoidable. 
triking in its brevity and acumen is the definition of feudalism given by a 
Russian scholar, P. Vinogradov: “Feudalism is marked by the territorial aspect 
of political relations and by the political aspect of territorial relations.”*°* Ob- 
viously this definition does not touch the economic aspect of the problem. But 
later that aspect was brought up and indeed emphasized by scholars, and now 
it must be considered. 

Many different opinions, sometimes diametrically opposite, have been ex- 
pressed concerning the origin of western European feudalism. Some scholars 
derive it from Germanic or Roman conditions existing at the turning-point 
from ancient to medieval history; some believe it to be the result of the Caro- 
lingian legislation; others try to explain this complicated institution by the 
social conditions of the almost unknown old Germanic life, especially the 
imaginary conditions of the old Germanic “march.” All these theories have 
now only historical significance and strikingly illustrate the amount of labor 
and sometimes excessive perspicacity which scholars expend to establish a 
complicated historical phenomenon, in this case feudalism, on a really schol- 
arly basis. 

Many distinctive features of western European feudalism are explained 
partly by conditions in the Roman Empire during the first three centuries of 
its existence. Several elements later became constituent parts of feudalism. 
Precarium or benefice (beneficium), patronage, and immunity are well 
known in Roman times. Beneficium formerly designated any temporary pos- 
sessions, sometimes during the life of the possessor; therefore lands given on 
certain conditions for temporary use, often for life, were also called beneficia; 
among the conditions the possessor’s rendering of military service occupied 
first place, so that beneficium usually meant a territorial grant to be held on 

_ condition of paying military service. Later when western European feudalism 
’ took definite shape, the beneficium became a feodum (fief), 1.e. land given in 
hereditary possession on definite conditions. The conventional name feudal- 
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ism comes from this word feodum, whose origin has not yet been definitely 
established. Patronage, i.e. the custom of placing oneself under the protection 
of a more powerful man, passed from Roman times to the Middle Ages and LD 
in the feudal epoch began to be called by a Latin word, commendatio, or | 
sometimes by a German word, mundium. Finally, immunitas, which was 
known in the Roman period, in the feudal epoch meant giving certain state * 
rights to private individuals; these men were often exempted from certain obli- 
gations to the state, and government agents were forbidden to enter the terri-—~ 
tory of an immunist. 

In the West as the central power declined, these three elements, which ex-_ 
isted for a considerable time independently of each other, gradually began to 
concentrate in one person; the same individual, namely the landowner, dis- 
tributed benefices, received commendations, and used immunities. In other A 
words, the landowner became a sovereign. This process concerned both laity * 
and clergy. Of course this evolution took place in various countries in various 
ways. 

The problem of feudalism in Byzantium has not been much studied; in- 
tensive work is stilt needed, and ene-must be very.cautieus-in penealene 

- But at least it is now quite possible to speak of feudalism and feudalizing proc- 

esses in Byzantium, whereas not long ago the term “Byzantine feudalism” 
would have seemed a paradox. 

Since Byzantium is the continuation of the Roman Empire, it may be said 
a priori that the phenomena analogous to benefice, patronage, and immunity 
are, of course, to be noted in the internal life of Byzantium. The question is 
only to what extent these phenomena developed in the modified conditions 
of the eastern provinces of the Empire, and what forms they took. 
_—In-the-east the Greek word kharistikion corresponded in meaning to the 
Latin word beneficium, and the Greek word kharistikarios corresponded to 
beneiiraa,e. man ranted land on condition of paving military serve 
But in Byzantium, especially beginning with the tenth century, the systenrof 
distribution of tandas a Was s usually applied to monasteries; witch 


re granted both to laymen and to cler 


tine beneficium (kharistikion) ) should b 


‘epoch, when the government.in its struggle against the monks resorted to 
~he Secilarization of monastery lands, which gave the Emperor.a_rich source 
for-tand grants. This cir s circumstance, in all probability, is the reason why the 
-ortgirral meaning of kharistikion, a grant of land in general not specifically 
monasterial, was lost and the term kharistikion was used specifically as a 
monastery grant. A very good authority on the internal life of Byzantium, 
P. V. Bezobrazov, wrote: ~The characteristic feature of ems Rharisti-. 
kion was that the owner of a monastery, whoever he might have been (em- 
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peror, bishop, or private individual), gave a monastery for life to someone who 

. thereupon took the name of kharistikarios. The kharistikarios received all the 
revenues of the monastery and was obliged to maintain the monks and take 
care of the buildings, in a word to carry on the whole economy of the monas- 
tery. It is evident that the surplus of the revenues belonged to the kAaristi- 
karios.””°° Another noted Russian Byzantinist, Th. Uspensky, plainly stated 
that the system of kAaristikion as a custom of granting monasteries and church 
lands was an institution which developed within the church itself and was 
in complete harmony with the customs and opinions existing among the laity 
as to the right of disposal of land property.”°° If these definitions of kAaristi- 
kion, especially Uspensky’s, are accepted, it must also be affirmed that all links 
with the Roman past were lost; this conclusion is incorrect. The kAaristikion 
is a survival of the Roman precarium-beneficium which received a special 
meaning owing to special conditions in the eastern half of the Empire. 


In the epoch of the pagan Roman Empire, military landownership existed, 
the distinctive feature of which was thatthe tand on the borders of the Empire 
was granted as hereditary property, but on specific condition that the po 
sessors should defend the frontiers and hand down this obligation to their 
children. The beginning of this measure is usually referred-te the-period of 


Emperor Severus Alexander, i.e. to the first half of the third century, when he 
granted the frontier lands taken from the enemy to the frontier sotdiers (limi- 
damer)-andtheir chiefs upon cofidition that they should maintain hereditary 
military service and not alienate the tands-to-eivitians-Atthough some-schotars 


categorically state that these frontier lands (agri limitanei) have no connec- 
Sk we 
tion-with the later beneficium-or fief (feadum),"" none the less many eminent 


historians, not without reason, discover the roots of the beneficia of the Middle 
Ages in the system of the distribution of lands in the pagan Roman Empire.*"* 


A novel of Theodosius II issued in the first half of the fifth century and in- 
cluded in the Code of Justinian in the sixth | contary, wlth was peoelarinel 
binding upon both parts of the Empire, western and eastern, confirms the 
military service of the frontier soldiers or frontier militia (+itenessauilites) 


as a necessary condition for possessing land, and refers the custom to ancient 


statutes (sicut antiquitus statutum est)? 
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Pog oe Saleh ea ntury, under the menace of the Persian, Arab, 
var, Slavonic, and- Bulgarian “nvasiona_which offen successhill-weested 
from the Em mpire important and prosperous fi frontier provinces, the govern- 
ment strengthened 1ed military organization all over the territory of the Empire; 
so to speak, it applied the former frontiei ontier organization to the imtanc provinces. 
But many severe military failures w Byzantium suffered fromthe-seventh 
to the ninth centuries, in addition to the internal troubles of the iconoclastic 
period and the struggle for the throne, evidently shook the well arranged 
—system of military land holding; the large landowners, the so-called “power- 


ful men or magnates, took advantage of this new situation and against the 
__ law began to buy up military holdings. Ther enth y 


the emperors of the Macédoni their famous novels to defend 
peasant interests against the encroaching tendencies of the “powerful” men, 


théy were at the same time acting to defend military holdings. The novels-of 
Romanus Lecapenus, ine Porphyrogenitus, Romanus II, and Niceph- 


orus Phocas aimed at restoring the firmness and inviolability of military 


——— a 


holdings and mainly at securing that such holdings should not be alienated 


to men who gave fio milita itary Service; in other words, fundamentally these 


novels reproduced the provision of the novel of Theodosius II quoted above 
vhteh-passed-into the Justinian Code. Th. Uspensky, who Tegarded the Sla- 


vonic influence in Byzantium as one of the most important elements of its 


internal life, wrote as regards military holdings: “If in the tenth-century some 
traces of community are noted in igik ot tu lestnston be Slewnie en Te 
of course indicates not Roman origin of the institution but Slavonic, and its 
in Asia Minor.”*’° But this hypothesis of the noned Wai Milicstan coheee 


be proved. of military holdings survived to some extent down to 
the fall of Byzantium; at least in legislat venth century 


Pe: rangements of the emperors of the tenth century are 
~ For a considerable time, as far as the fragmentary-and-obscure evidence 
shows, apparently no specific term was generally accepted in Byzantium to 


designate imperial grants, except possibly the term kAaristikion; this word 
has not yet been studied from this particular aspect, so its use may be given 


only as an hypothesis, although a very plausible one. A special term to desig- 
nate imperial grants made its appearance in Byzantine sources in the eleventh 


century; it was a term which was formerly used as an alternative for 4 b haristi- 
bion, but-which_later began to be employed specifically in the sense of im- 


perial grant. This term was pronoia. 
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Some scholars have incorrectly derived this word from the German word 
Frohne (socage, compulsory service) ; since they discovered it in Serbian docu- 
ments before they learned it from Byzantine sources, they even believed that 
the Serbians borrowed it when they were still neighbors of the Goths.?" It 
goes without saying that pronoia is a Greek word meaning “forethought, care” 
in the Christian sense, “providence.” Of course the word pronozia after receiv- 
ing the special meaning of imperial grant did not lose its original sense, so that 
in a later period which cannot be exactly dated, Byzantine documents contain 
both meanings; similarly in the west the feudal term beneficium failed to 
overcome the original use of this word as “favor, benefit.” 

The man who asked for and received a monastery as a grant (kAaristikion) 
pledged himself to take care of it, i.e. in Greek to take “pronoia” of it. There- 
fore the man who received such a grant was sometimes called not only kharis- 
tikarios but also pronoetes, i.e. provider. In the course of time the granted 
estate itself began to be called pronota. According to Th. Uspensky, in Byzan- 
tium the term pronoia “means a grant to the ofhice-holding class of populated 
lands or other revenue-yielding property as a reward for service done and 
on condition of discharging a certain service from the grant.”?!? Military 
service was especially meant. The pronoia was not an hereditary property 
held unconditionally; the possessor of a pronoia could neither sell, bequeath, 
nor give away the granted land. In other words, the pronoia is identified with 
those military lands which go back to the period of the pagan Roman Empire. 
The pronoia was granted either by the emperors themselves or in their name 
by their ministers. 

As early as the tenth century, there is evidence of the word pronoia used in 
the sense of a land grant on condition of military service. Complete certainty 
on the special meaning of pronoia from documents begins only with the second 
half of the eleventh century. This circumstance in no way proves that this 
meaning of pronoia could not have existed earlier. Further publication of 
earlier documents and a study of the published sources from this specific angle 
may establish the special meaning of pronoia for the period previous to the 
eleventh century. In the epoch of the Comneni the system of granting 
pronoias was_already a common thing. In connection with the Crusades and 
the penetration of western European influence into Byzantium, especially 
under the latinophile Emperor Manuel I (1143-1180), actual western Euro- 
pean feudal terms, though in Greek form, make their appearance in Byzan- 
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tium, for example /izios, which corresponds to the medieval Latin word 
ligius, i.e. a vassal or holder of a fief. It is interesting to note that when the 
crusaders of the Fourth Crusade, i.e. western European landlords, began to 
establish themselves on the occupied territories of the Eastern Empire, they 
found the local land conditions very similar to those of the West and easily 
adaptable to their own feudal forms. In a document of the beginning of the 
thirteenth century, the Byzantine emperors’ grants are called fiefs (de toto 
feudo, quod et Manuel quondam defunctus Imperator dedit patri meo).’"* 
Another document of the same period testifies that the western conquerors 
continued to maintain the conquered population as formerly, exacting from 
them nothing more than they had been used to under the Greek emperors 
(debemus in suo statu tenere, nthil ab aliquo amplius exigentes, quam quod 
facere consueverant temporibus graecorum imperatorum).*** Much material 
for the study of feudal relations on the territory of Byzantium is contained in 
the so-called Chronicle of Morea, a rich mine of information on this subject. 
The institution of pronoia survived through the Middle Ages till the fall of 
the Empire. 

The study of the problem of pronoia in Byzantium, in connection with 
kharistikion and military lots, deserves great attention and may lead to most 
interesting results,?** not only for a better and more correct understanding 
of land conditions and of the internal life of the Empire in general but also 
for instructive and illuminating analogies with other countries, Western, 
Slavonic, and Muhammedan, including the later Ottoman Empire. 

The term pronoia is in common use in Serbian documents. In the history 
of Russia, pronoia is sometimes compared with the Russian kormlenie (feed- 
ing). This was a custom in Old Russia: the Russian nobles were granted towns 
or provinces as kormlenie, often as reward for service in the field; these nobles 
were given the opportunity to enrich themselves by korm (food), gifts, and 
fees, legal and administrative, from the local population. But the Russian 
kormlenie was not connected with the possession of a territory and meant 
only the administration of a town or province with the right to collect reve- 
nues for the profit of the administrator. Therefore the Byzantine pronoza cor- 
responds rather to the pomestye of the State of Moscow, i.e. an estate held 
temporarily on condition of discharging military service, which speedily as- 
sumed an hereditary character. 

The Roman patronage ( patrocinium) or the western European commen- 
datio-mundium was also well known in Byzantium. The codes of Theodosius 
and Justinian contain a considerable number of decrees, °s, beginning with the 


- i 
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_ fourth century, where patronage (in in the codes ca alled patrocinium) was very 
_ severely punished becausé poor men who placed themselves under the protec- 


tion (patronage) of their wealthy and_ powerful neighbors wished thereby 


to_ escape various state obligations, especially burdensome taxation, and this 

the state could not admit. Inthe novels of Justinian and later emperors there is 

a Greek term corresponding to the Latin patrocinium; this is prostasia, i.e. 

“acting in behalf of someone, patronage, protection,” which in any form what- 

ever was forbidden. But in spite of rohibitive measures of the central 
government the large landowners (the “powerful” men) continued their very 
"profitable -practice_of patronage Or prostasid: intermediary 
| e taxable population, and the imperial power was 


_ unable to overcome this evil. ins novel issued by Romanus manus-Eécapenus in — 


_ Le. patronage. _ 
The in f immunity (tmmunitas) was also known in Byzantium 
mee ge ee ee which withthe derivative verb 
(€€xovoceve, €Exovocever Oar) is merely the Greek form of the Latin word 
excusatio (verb, excusare), with an analogous meaning. Scholars particularly 


interested in exkuseia found the earliest imperial charter (chrysobull)_grant- 


ing an exkuseia was issued only i in the middle of the eleventh century (1045); 
_they accordingly failed to see in this institution, which according to the charter 
was so far away from Roman times, a surviva of the former immunity and 
“therefore they trie tried t to explain its origin by ot other causes. One scholar, N. Suvo- 
rov, traced the origin of the Byzantine immunity-exkuseia back to a Western 
custom which passed to Byzantium in German shape. In his opinion, “it is 
impossible to establish any historical link between these later Byzantine im- 
munities and the immunities of the Roman Law. Even if we suppose that 
German immunity has Roman roots, it was already in Frankish form when 
it passed in Byzantium.”*** Another scholar who made a special study of 
the problem of exkuseia, P. Yakovenko, disagreed with this opinion; he be- 
lieved that this institution originated and developed in Byzantium inde- 
pendently and he refused to acknowledge any connection between exkuseia 
and the Roman immunity, because there is a strong difference between these 
two conceptions. “The origin of exkuseia is to be sought in the political dis- 
order which broke out in Byzantium because of the degeneration of the 
Roman state institutions. Along with this, the confusion of the principles of 
Public Law with those of Private Law also exerted its influence. From these 
causes the kernel of exkuseia originated; the state officials were forbidden to 
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enter granted possessions, and the recipient of the grant of immunity was 
also granted the right of collecting state revenues.”??” 

In Roman legislative documents the Latin terms immunitas and excusatio 
are identical in meaning, and the attempts of some learned jurists to establish 
a definite distinction between them have not led to final results.?!° 

In the codes of Theodosius and Justinian there are severe regulations against 
exemptions from taxation which are called mmunitates or are expressed by 
the verb excusare. 

The documents of the Byzantine period contain grants of immunities-— 
exkuscias mostly given to monasteries. “According to them the privileges 
granted by the charters of the Byzantine emperors were chiefly concerned 

to enter the privileged localities, witht tx-- 
~emptions from taxation, and with the right of jurisdiction; in other words, — 
here was the real medieval immunity on the western feudal model. 

It is usually supposed that the earliest charter (chrysobull) granting an 
exkuseia was issued in the middle of the eleventh century. But this alone can- 
not be a proof that no exkuseia was granted before, the more so as the style and 
expressions of the charters of the eleventh and twelfth centuries which are 
preserved indicate that.the idea of exkuseia was at that time perfectly common, 


definite, and well known, requiring no explanation. Nor is_thi The 
charters of the emperors of the Macedonian 
century, granted to the GR ck eet - 
exkuseia. A charter of Basil I (867-886) protects all those who “have chosen 
“the hermit life on Mount Athos™both from mititary cotnmanders and ‘im- 
—pertat officials and from private citizens and ‘peasants so “that no one shall 
—disturb those monks or enter the inner places of Mount Athos.”?!® This 
—harter was confirmed by Basil’s son, Emperor Leo VI the Philosopher (886- 
g12). Another confirmation of this charter granted by the “earlier reigning” 
emperors was made in the first half of the tenth century by a charter of Ro- 
manus I Lecapenus (919-944).””° In other Athonian documents on the de- 
marcation of litigable lands on Mount Athos in the tenth century, there are 
references to the charters of the preiconoclast period, which have survived; 
these were the charters of the seventh century and the opening of the eighth 
issued by Constantine IV (668-685), Justinian II Rhinotmetus (685-695 and 
705-711), as well as by the first restorer of icon worship, Empress Irene (797- 
802) and her son Constantine VI (780~797).””* Of course it is impossible to 
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tell exactly what these charters contained; but on the basis of the dispute 
which concerned the possession of land by the Athonian monks it may be 
supposed that they also dealt with immunities.?? 

The edict of the Emperor Justinian II, which was issued in September, 688, 
and which exists in an inscription, may be regarded as an example of im- 
munity-exkuseia of an earlier period. By this edict Justinian II granted a 
salina in Thessalonica to the Church of St. Demetrius “for all following and 
everlasting years,” as its exclusive property which was exempted from any 
previous obligations. In his edict Justinian plainly expressed the purpose of 
his grant: the entire profit from the salina was to provide for the expenses of 
the illumination of the church, the daily substance of its clergy, necessary up- 
keep of the building, and all other needs of the clergy.?** 


The_privileged monasteries .which are sometimes called “monastery- 
Sfincedoms”™* were developing from the period of Justinian the Great (527- 
565), and these monasterial immunities may be connected with the various 
privileges established in the fourth century for the Christian clergy by Con-. 
stantine the Great and his successors.*”* It is true all these fragmentary observa- 
tions on imimunity in Byzantium deal exclusively with monasterial life. But 
many early charters (chrysobulls) have disappeared, and moreover the ques- 
tion of Byzantine immunity has been very little studied in general, especially 
in its history before the eleventh century. Even various published Byzantine 
sources, such as histories, chronicles, and lives of saints, have not been ade- 
quately estimated from this point of view. When this preparatory work is 
done, new and important material almost certainly will be available on the 
problem of lay exkaseza-immunity in Byzantium. And it may be inferred that 
Byzantine exkuseia in its origin goes back to the time of Roman immunity and 
is a part of the complicated social inheritance which the Christian Empire 
received from the pagan Empire.”*° 

Further study of Byzantine prostasia-patronage and exkuseza-immunity will 
be exceedingly important both for the better understanding of the internal 
life of Byzantium itself and for the internal history of the neighboring coun- 
tries, Muhammedan and Slavonic, Old Russian in particular. The valuable 
studies on feudalism in Old Russia by N. Pavlov-Silvansky, who compared 
western patronage with Russian zakladnichestvo and western immunity with 
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bayar samosud (right of jurisdiction among the Russian nobility), would 
have been still more valuable had the author not limited himself to western 
analogies but had also made use of Byzantine evidence. 

Large landownershi famous Roman Jatifundia, is also one of the 
characteristic features of the social structure of the Byzantine Empire.-The 


powerfut provincial magnates were at times so dangerous to the central power ° 
that the latter was compelled to undertake a s stubborn struggle against them, 


spect the spoeh of Justinian the Great, who energetically strove 


against the large landowners, is exceedingly interesting. The Secret History 

of Procopius as well as Justinian’s Novels give the most interesting material on 

this subject; the Secret History is a work of the sixth century, biased and one- 

sided, obviously reflecting the interests and ideas of the large landowners, but 

if properly used is an extremely valuable source on the internal history of the 

Byzantine Empire. This and the Novels reveal the Emperor’s struggle against 

the aristocracy based on landownership, a struggle which not only affected 

the sixth century but continued far later. One of Justinian’s novels addressed 

to the proconsul of Cappadocia blaming the desperate condition of state and 

private landownership in the provinces upon the unrestrained conduct of 

local magnates, contains these significant lines: “News has come to us of 

such exceedingly great abuses in the provinces that their correction can hardly 

be accomplished by one person of high authority. And we are even ashamed | 

to tell with how much impropriety the managers of ‘landlords’ estates prome- 

nade about, surrounded by body-guards, how they are followed by large mobs 

of people, and how shamelessly they steal everything.” Then after mentioning 

a few facts about private property, this novel goes on to say that “state property 

has almost entirely passed into private ownership, for it was stolen and plun- 

dered, including all the herds of horses, and not a single man spoke against \ | 
it, for all mouths were stopped with gold.”*?" From these statements it appears , 

that the Cappadocian magnates had full authority in their provinces, and that ~~ ra 
they even maintained troops of their own, armed men and bodyguards, and \ 
seized private as well as state lands. Similar information about Egypt in the \ 
time of Justinian is found in the papyri. A member of the famous Egyptian 
landowning family of Apions possessed in the sixth century vast landed prop- 

erty in various parts of Egypt. Entire villages were part of his possessions. His 
household was almost regal. He had his secretaries and stewards, his hosts of 
workmen, his own assessors and tax collectors, his treasurer, his police, even 

his own postal service. Many of these magnates had their own prisons and 
maintained their own troops.?”° 
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Against these large landowners Justinian waged a merciless struggle. By 
Sciously and persistently aime 


1p- tHe was not completely successful, however, and large land. 

ownership remained an “undying feature of the Empire in later periods. _ 

= “A convinced enemy of large landownership by the laity, Justinian at the 
same time tended to preserve and augment church and monastery property. 
Justinian’s epoch is the most important step in the process of the formation in 
the Empire of the large church and monastery landownership which in con- 
nection with exkuseias-immunities created as it were feudal centers, monas- 
tery-principalities, or monastery-fiefs, which according to an historian, took 
in Byzantium the place of the duchies and counties of western Europe.*** But 
the distinctive trait of a western European feudal state is first of all the insta- 
bility, weakness, and sometimes disintegration of the central power. The large 
landowning Byzantine monasteries, from the feudal standpoint, were created 
and managed by antifeudal elements, because the abbots (igumens) who 
headed the monasteries possessed full power and were practically monarchs 
and autocrats in their own possessions. Perhaps this is one of the distinguishing 
peculiarities of Byzantine feudalism. 


- Inthe development of chu nership in Byzantium, 
the seventh « century is is of very great importance. After the conquest by the 


Arabs o of} Pale 


— 
——_— ao 


Empire; old monasteries swarmed with annie and new monasteries were 


built. Therefore. the second h half of the e seventh century and the beginning of 


| an ee me oo 


eine tt a a pee the military power o 
the Empire. The state could not submit to such a situation. According to 


Vasilievsky “without much danger of error, it may be inferred that before 
the beginning of iconoclasm the Eastern Church was in no way inferior in 
size of land property to the Western Church. The Frankish kings had early 
begun to complain that their treasury was depleted and their riches had passed 
to the bishops and clergy; towards the end of the seventh century a whole third 
of the land in the Frankish state belonged to the Church. We believe that 
something similar was also the case in Byzantium at the same time.”?*° 

It may be supposed that the Isaurian emperors who are chiefly famous for 
IV (1917), 101-2. A. A. Vasiliev, Histoire de 230 “Materials for the Internal History 
’ Empire Byzantin, 1, 208. On the Apion fam- _ of the Byzantine State,” Journal of the Mints- 
ily and its estates see E.R. Hardy, The Large try of Public Instruction, CCI! (1879), 222; in 
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their iconoclastic policy waged their struggle not only again 

against monastery landownership or iidnastéry “feudalism.?*? In ehcp icono- _ 
clastic epoc ig RARE rs ASE confiscated, arid the monks 
themsetves, as well as those attached to. the monasteries often not 7 
_gious motive but for. exemption from various state Giaaecane caer” 
“folay estate, and thus ischarge their state s. 


But with the end of iconoclasm and the accession to the throne of the Mace- 
donian dynasty circumstances changed. The number of monasteries increased 
again, and the amount of land which passed into monastery possession aug- 
mented still more rapidly. Feudalizing processes in the church and monastery 
domain which had been temporarily stopped by the iconoclastic emperors 
began to develop again in a direction undesirable and at times dangerous to 
the central power. The French scholar Charles Diehl wrote on this epoch: 
“Usurpations continued; the might of the large land aristocracy always grew; 
feudalism always developed. In the ninth century the crisis took a L Se 
of particular acuteness.”?3? 

In the political life of the Empire a very striking analogy may be drawn 
between western European feudal lords, dukes (duces) and counts (comites), 
and the exarchs of the close of the sixth century, who under Emperor Maurice 
(582-602) stood at the head of the two vast territorial organizations, the ex- 
archates of Ravenna and of Carthage or Africa. The exarchs or the governors 
general, first of all military officers, gradually concentrated in their hands the 
administrative and judicial functions and had the final word in the manage- 
ment of church affairs in the exarchate. Whenever the exarch arrived at Rome, 
he was accorded an almost imperial reception. The protocol of his entry into . 
Rome became the model of the reception of Frankish kings or German em- 
perors. The reception of Charlemagne in Rome in 774, for instance, was mod- 
eled after that of the exarch, and it remained authoritative for all imperial re- 
ceptions in Rome during the Middle Ages.*** It is not surprising that from 
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time to time the exarchs raised the banner of revolt both at Carthage and at 
Ravenna and advanced claims to the imperial throne. At the opening of the 
seventh century, the revolt of the African exarch Heraclius resulted in the 
establishment of a new dynasty in Byzantium in the person of his son, also 
Heraclius. 

It is relevant to emphasize the fact that the same Emperor Maurice under 
whom the two almost independent exarchates were instituted made a will 
when he was seriously ill several years before his death. This will was appar- 
ently not known during his lifetime; it was discovered and opened later, under 
Heraclius. In it Maurice divided his Empire among his children: he assigned 
Constantinople and the eastern provinces to his eldest son; Rome, Italy, and 
the islands to his second son; and distributed the rest of the Empire among 
his younger sons.”** This will was not carried into effect because of the revolu- 
tion of 602 when Maurice was overthrown; but it is interesting as an attempt 
at a typical feudal division such as often took place in the West in the epoch 
of the Merovingians and Carolingians as well as in Old Russia in the so-called 
“appanage period.” 

The process of formation of a new provincial or, to use the Byzantine term, 


{feme organization may also furnish some materit for feudal analogies. Ta 


the seventh century in ¢ n with the Persian, Arab;>-Belgartan,ahd_ 
ion of the provincial administration was carried 


out by appointing at the head of some vast territories military governors gen- 
~€éral who gradually obtained complete_ superiority over the civil authorities. 
“These provincial governors later in the ninth and tenth centuries sometimes 
handed down their power and functions in their own families from generation 
to generation; they became as it were hereditary governors in their respective 
provinces and thus evaded direct control by the imperial power.*** Their posi- 
tion was analogous to that of the hereditary counts and dukes of the West. 
The almost permanent struggle on the eastern frontier in Asia Minor 
against the Arabs caused the so-called akrita: to appear. Akrites (plural 
akritai) was a name applied during the Byzantine period to the defenders of 
the outermost borders of the Empire; it is derived from the Greek word akra, 
meaning border. The akritai sometimes enjoyed a certain amount of inde- 
pendence from the central government and are with some grounds to be 
compared with the western European margraves (meaning rulers of the bor- 
derland, marches) and with the cossacks of the #kraina (also meaning bor- 
der), in the history of Russia. In these border districts where war was the 
Kantarowicz, “The ‘King’s Advent’ and the _ 11, 7; ed. C. de Boor, 305-6. 
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normal state of things and security did not exist, “one felt,” according to a 
French historian, A. Rambaud, “far removed from the Byzantine Empire, and 
one might have been not in the provinces of an enlightened monarchy but in 
the midst of the feudal anarchy of the West.”?°* An English historian, J. B. 
Bury, says that the continuous strife against the Saracens (Arabs) in the East 
developed a new type of warrior, the kavallarios, i.e. a rider, knight (in Ger- 
man Ritter), “whose heart was set on adventure and who was accustomed to 
act independently of orders from the emperor or a military superior. . . . In 
the tenth century many of them possessed large domains and resembled 
feudal barons rather than Roman officers.”?7 The famous families in Asia 
Minor of Phocas, Sclerus, Maleinus, and Philocales, with whom Basil II (976- 
1025) irreconcilably and continually struggled, are representatives of large 
landlords in Asia Minor who because of their vast land properties were 
not only a social anomaly in the Empire but also a serious political danger 
to the reigning dynasty, for they could group around them their own military 
forces. A man who received a pronoia upon condition of military service had 
the right or probably even the obligation to maintain a body of troops which, 
if circumstances allowed, he could bring to a considerable size. The famous 
Novels of the emperors of the Macedonian dynasty in defense of small land- 
ownership point out once more how threatening from the state standpoint 
was the development of large landownership. 

The troubled period of the eleventh century was characterized b 
between the large landowners of vasia-Minor who relied on their military 
forces, and the central government. The result was that in 1081 a representa- 
tive of large landownership, Alexius Comnenus, took possession of the throne 
and founded a dynasty of long duration (1081-1185). But Alexius was forced 
fo recognize Trebizond as an almost independent state and during his reign 
he took severe measures against the large landowners among both laity and 
clergy. a large landownership took place under the 
ee mi eniaft dynasty, Andronicus I (1182-1185). But But the — 
former system triumphed again under the Angeli (1185-1204). 

With the epoch of the crusades, western crusaders and other westerners 
appeared. At first they only passed through the territory of the Empire; then, 
especially owing to the latinophile policy of Manuel I, they settled in great 
numbers and penetrated into all branches of Byzantine social and economic 
life. Finally after the Fourth Crusade they occupied the major part of the 
Byzantine Empire. By this time feudalizing processes in Byzantium had as- 
sumed so definite a shape that the westerners found nothing new to them in 
the general conditions of the Empire. 

A mass of most interesting material for the study of feudalism in the Latin 
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states established in the East in the epoch of the Crusades is found in the codes 
compiled there. The first place belongs to the so-called Assises of Jerusalem or 
the Letters of the Holy Sepulchre (Lettres du Sépulcre) which, according to 
later Jerusalemite tradition, were attributed to the first ruler of Jerusalem, God- 
frey. Omitting here the complicated and debatable question of the different 
versions of the Assises and all discussion of the relation of the original code to 
the later Assises of Jerusalem, the Assises, whatever their origin, were purely 
thirteenth century law, and “the laws of Jerusalem were based on the feudal 
customs of eleventh century Europe as brought to the East by the men of the 
First Crusade.”**° The Assises have the most fundamental significance both for 
better understanding of feudal relations in the Christian Orient in connection 
with local conditions and for the problem of feudalism in general. A French 
historian who made a special study of the institutions of the Kingdom of 
Jerusalem, Gaston Dodu, wrote: “The Assises de la Haute Cour [this was the 
section of the Assises treating of the relations between the Latin princes and 
their vassals] represent the old and the purest expression of French feudal- 
ism” ; the compilers of the texts which have survived “wrote a complete treatise 
of feudal holdings superior to anything the Middle Ages have left us on this 
subject.” One must go to the Assises “to study the true character of feudal- 
ism.”*9° Very recently an American historian who wrote a very important 
book on the feudal monarchy in the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem, John L. La 
Monte, emphasized the same idea. He wrote: “The Assises de la Haute Cour 
are in essence French feudal law, and the feudal system of Jerusalem, if the 
feudal system be taken to mean only the relations between the landholding 
nobility, was pure western feudalism which the crusaders had brought with 
them from their western homes. Once established it was preserved. The forces 
which affected feudalism in the West had but little effect on the slower mov- 
ing East. For there is truth in the old assertion that in the feudal system of 
Jerusalem we find an almost ideal system of feudalism. Western institutions 
of the eleventh and twelfth centuries are transplanted into a semi-virgin field 
and are retained into a later age when the west itself had largely abandoned 
them.”?*° Thus quite unexpectedly the Christian East has given into the hands 
of scholars a code of feudal law brought into a definite system, under whose 
conditions western Europe lived for a long time. 

After the Fourth Crusade, the Assises of Jerusalem were introduced in 
Morea, which had been conquered by the crusaders, and in other Latin pos- 
sessions established at that time on Byzantine territory as well as in the island 
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of Cyprus; for the latter island the Assises were translated into Greek. The 
Assises of Antioch, which give a good idea of the laws of this Latin princi- 
pality in the East, may serve as an excellent supplement to the Assises of Jeru- 
salem. The original text of the Assises of Antioch has been lost; but their 
Armenian translation has survived, and in the nineteenth century this was 
translated into modern French. Thus these Franco-Eastern codes are of great 
importance for the history both of western European feudalism and of the 
Latin and Greco-Byzantine Orient, and even for certain sections of the Otto- 
man law. 

The study of feudalism in Byzantium has just begun. In 1879 a Russian his- 
torian, V. Vasilievsky, in connection with his discussion on pronoza, dropped 
the remark that only in the epoch of the Comneni and Angeli may one notice 
in Byzantium “a real embryo of a feudal order, although not the developed 
system.”**? It is true that Vasilievsky never made any special study of Byzan- 
tine feudalism. He could not even imagine that any feudal processes might 
have existed in Byzantium before the close of the eleventh century, when the 
Comneni ascended the throne. Of course the well-organized feudal hierarchy 
which in the feudal society of the West created long lines of suzerains, vassals, 
and subvassals, was never formed in Byzantium. “But,” as Charles Diehl justly 
remarked, “in the Byzantine Empire the existence of this powerful provin- 
cial aristocracy had the same consequences as in the states of the western Mid- 
dle Ages; especially whenever the central power became weakened, it was 
a terrible source of troubles and dissolution.”**? 

The so-called feudalizing processes in the social, political, and economic 
aspects may be observed in the Byzantine Empire through the whole course 
of its history. 


241 “Materials for the Internal History of the Public Instruction, CCII (1879), 415. 
Byzantine State,” Journal of the Ministry of 42 Byzance. Grandeur et décadence, 178. 


CHAPTER IX: THE FALL OF BYZANTIUM 


FOREIGN POLICY OF THE PALAEOLOGI 


ONSTANTINOPLE, the Acropolis of the universe, the imperial capital of 
C the Romans, which, by the will of God, was under the power of the 
Latins, has come again under the power of the Romans—this has been granted 
them by the will of God through us.” These are the words in the autobiogra- 
phy of Michael Palaeologus, the first Emperor of the restored Byzantine Em- 
pire.’ 


General situation in the Empire 


The territory of Michael’s Empire was greatly reduced from the territory 
of Byzantium in the epoch of the Comneni and Angeli, especially after the 
First Crusade. In 1261 the Empire comprised the northwestern corner of Asia 
Minor, the major part of Thrace and Macedonia, Thessalonica, and several 
islands in the northern part of the Aegean Sea (Archipelago). Accordingly, 
the Bosphorus and Hellespont, these exceedingly important strategic and 
commercial waterways, belonged to the restored Empire. The Despotat of 
Epirus came under the Empire’s suzerainty. At the very beginning of his reign 
Michael received as ransom for the prince of Achaia, William Villehardouin, 
captured by the Greeks in the battle of Castoria, three strong Frankish for- 
tresses in the Peloponnesus: Monemvasia, situated on the eastern coast, the 
great rock rising out of the sea near the ancient Epidaurus Limera, which 1s 
“not only one of the most picturesque sites of the Peloponnesus, but has a 
splendid record of heroic independence which entitles it to a high place in the 
list of the world’s fortresses” ;? the well-known fortified castle of Mistra; and 
Maina, another castle erected by the Franks in the mountains of Taygetus to 
overawe the Slavs dwelling there. These three strongholds became the strategic 
bases of support from which the troops of the Byzantine emperors successfully 
fought the Frankish dukes. 

But the rest of the formerly great Empire was menaced on all sides by 

1 De vita sua opusculum, par. viii, in Chris- logue, restaurateur de l'Empire Byzantin 
tianskoe Ctenie, 11 (1885), 535; in Russian, (7267-1282), 172. 

556; in French in C. Chapman, Michel Paléo- 2,W. Miller, Essays on the Latin Orient, 231. 
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peoples politically or economically strong: the Turks threatened from Asia 
Minor, the Serbs and Bulgars from the north; the Venetians occupied some of 
the islands of the Archipelago, the Genoese, certain points on the Black Sea, 
and the Latin knights, the Peloponnesus and a portion of Middle Greece. 
Michael Palaeologus was not able even to unite all the Greek centers. The 
Empire of Trebizond continued to live a separate and independent life and 
the Byzantine possessions in the Crimea—the theme of Cherson (Korsun) 
with the adjacent country frequently referred to as “the Gothic Klimata”— 
were in the power of the emperors of Trebizond and paid them tribute. The 
Despotat of Epirus was only to a certain extent dependent upon the restored 
Empire of Michael. Under Michael Palaeologus the Empire reached the widest 
limits of the last period of its existence, but these limits were preserved only 
during his reign, so that “in this respect Michael Palaeologus was the first and 
also the last powerful emperor of restored Byzantium.”* The Empire of the 
first Palaeologus resembled, to the French scholar, Diehl, “a slender, dislo- 
cated, miserable body upon which rested an enormous head—Constantino- 
ple.”* 

The capital, which had never recovered after the sack of 1204, passed into 
the hands of Michael in a state of decay and ruin; the best and richest buildings 
stood as if recently sacked; the churches had been robbed of their precious 
furnishings; the palace of Blachernae, which, from the time of the Comneni, 
had been the imperial residence and had dazzled strangers with its rich 
decorations and mosaics, was completely devastated ; inside it was, said a Greek 
contemporary, “full of Italian smoke and fume” from the carousals of the 
Latin emperors, and was therefore uninhabitable. 

Though the Byzantine Empire of the Palaeologi continued to be of great im- 
portance from a cultural standpoint, Constantinople ceased to be one of the 
centers of European policy. “After the restoration under the Palaeologi the 
Empire has almost exclusively the local significance of a national Greek 
medieval kingdom, which, in substance, is the continuation of the Empire of 
Nicaea, though it established itself in the Blachernae and arrayed itself in the 
antiquated forms of the old Byzantine Empire.”* Round this aging organism 


younger peoples were growing and gathering strength, especially the Serbs 
of the Fourteenth century under Stephen DuSan (Dushan) and the Ottoman 
Turks. The enterprising commercial Italian republics, Genoa and Venice, 
especially the former, got control of the whole trade of the Empire, which 

8 T. Florinsky, The Southern Slavs and By- logo, II, 31; in Corpus Scriptorum Historiae 
zantium in the Second Quarter of the Four- Byzantinae, ed., I, 161. 
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became wholly dependent on them financially and economically. The only 
question was which of these peoples woul] param end to the Empire of the 
eastern Christians, seize Constantinople, and become master of the Balkan 
peninsula. The history of the fourteenth century was to answer this question 
in favor of the Turks. 

But if in the sphere of political international life Byzantium under the 
Palaeologi played a secondary part, its internal life was of great importance. In 
the epoch of the Palaeologi one may note the interesting fact of the rise of 
patriotism among the Greek people, accompanied by a turning back to the 
glories of ancient Greece. For instance, officially the emperors continued to 
bear the usual title of “basileus and autocrat of the Romans,” but some promi- 
nent men of the time tried to persuade the basileus to take the new title of 
“Emperor of the Hellenes.” The former vast Empire, made up of different na- 
tionalities, was transformed into a state small in its territorial limits and Greek 
in its composition. In the manifestation of Hellenic patriotism in the four- 
teenth and fifteenth centuries and in the profound enthusiasm felt for the 
glorious Hellenic past one may see, not without reason, one of the elements 
which in the nineteenth century was to contribute to the regeneration of 
modern Greece. Moreover, the epoch of the Palaeologi, when in the Empire 
the elements of East and West were marvelously interwoven, was marked by 
a powerful spiritual and artistic culture, which, considering the severe external 
and internal troubles, is at first sight unexpected. At that time Byzantium pro- 
duced not a few scholars and educated men, writers, sometimes of very origi- 
nal talent, in the most varied fields of knowledge. And such monuments of 
art as the mosaics in the mosque of Kahrieh jami (Qahriye-jami, the Byzan- 
tine church of the Chora), the Peloponnesian Mistra, and the churches of 
Athos are the basis for appreciation of the importance of artistic creation under 
the Palaeologi. This artistic flowering has often been compared with the 
primitive renaissance of art in western Europe, that is to say, the earlier period 
of Italian Humanism. These phenomena in the field of literature and art and 
the most important problems which made their appearance in connection 
with them in the works of many scholars of the nineteenth and twentieth cen- 
turies belong to a later section on Byzantine culture in the epoch of the Palaeo- 
logi. | 

To the time of the Palaeologi belong the least investigated problems of 
Byzantine history. The reason is the extraordinary complexity of the history 
of the epoch, in external and especially in internal affairs, on the one hand, 
and on the other, the abundance and variety of the sources, many of which 
have not yet been published and are preserved in manuscript collections in 
western and eastern libraries. To date, there exists no complete monograph on 
any of the Palaeologi which covers all phases of their rule; the existing essays 
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treat of only one side or another of their activity. There is one exception. In 
1926 appeared a monograph on Michael Palaeologus by C. Chapman, brief 
and superficial but of general character.’ 

The dynasty of the Palaeologi belonged to a very well-known Greek family 
which, beginning with the first Comneni, gave Byzantium many energetic 
and gifted men, especially in the military field. They became related, in the 
course of time, to the imperial families of the Comneni, Ducae, and Angeli; 
on the strength of this relationship the first Palaeologi, Michael VIII always, 
Andronicus II for the most part, as well as his co-emperor and son, Michael 
IX, and sometimes, perhaps, Andronicus III, signed four family names, for 
example, Michael Ducas Angelus Comnenus Palaeologus. Later on the Em- 
perors signed only “Palaeologus.”® 


The dynasty of the Palatologi occupied the Byzantine throne for one hun- 
dred and ninety-two years =1453), the longest dynasty in the whole 
course of Byzantine history. The first Palaeologus who mounted the throne 


of the shaken and greatly curtailed Eastern Empire, Michael VIII (1261- 
82), cunning, cruel, but talented and an artful diplomat, succeeded in saving 
the Empire from the terrible danger from the West, that is, from the Kingdom 
of the Two Sicilies, and bequeathed the throne to his son Andronicus II the 
Elder (1282-1328), whom “nature had intended for a professor of theology 
but accident had made a Byzantine emperor.”*° Andronicus married twice. 
His first wife, Anne, was a daughter of the king of Hungary, Stephen V;; his 
second wife, Violanta-Irene, a sister of the north-Italian marquess of Mont- 
ferrat, after her brother’s death, became the heiress to the margravate; unable 
as a Byzantine empress to-accept the margravate, she sent there one of her 
sons who founded at Montferrat the dynasty of the Palaeologi, which ceased 
only in the first half of the sixteenth century.** 

Andronicus in 1295 crowned with the imperial crown his eldest son by his 
first wife, Michael. Michael died in 1320, before his father, and is often referred 
to in historical works as his father’s co-emperor, Michael IX. Negotiations 


7 Michel Paléologue. See also Th. Uspensky, 
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were entered upon to marry Michael to Catherine de Courtenay, daughter of 
the titulary Emperor of Romania (of the former Latin Empire), and the pope 
was greatly interested in this project;’? but, in the end, Michael married an 
Armenian princess, Xenia-Maria. 

The son of Michael IX and grandson of Andronicus II, young Andronicus, 
was for many years during his father’s lifetime his grandfather’s favorite. But 
Andronicus was frivolous and given to love affairs, and one of his adventures 
ended in the accidental murder of his brother and as a result the premature 
death of his father, Michael IX. This entirely changed the grandfather’s atti- 
tude. Civil war broke out between grandfather and grandson. Against Andro- 
nicus the Elder formed a strong party of opponents whose leading spirit was 
the later famous Cantacuzene. The civil war ended in favor of Andronicus the 
Younger who, in 1328, stddenly seized Constantinople and induced Andro- 
nicus the Elder to abdicate. The old deposed Emperor, whose long reign had 
been a new period of decay for Byzantium, ended his days as a monk. He died 
iN 1332. 

At the head of the government of Andronicus the Younger (1328-1341) 
stood the chief leader in his rebellion, John Cantacuzene, into whose hands 
passed the internal administration and the foreign affairs of the Empire. The 
new Emperor, giving himself up as before to amusements and hunting parties, 
felt no inclination to occupy himself with state affairs, but nevertheless took a 
personal part in the many wars fought during his reign. Cantacuzene was not 
satisfied with the tremendous influence he had obtained, for he aimed at the 
imperial throne, or at least at an omnipotent regency. This idea possessed him 
during the thirteen years of Andronicus’ government and was the motivating 
force of all his activity. Andronicus’ mother, the widow Xenia-Maria, and 
his second wife, a western princess, Anne of Savoy,’*® were both hostile to 
Cantacuzene. But by various intrigues he succeeded in maintaining his position 
until the very death of Andronicus. 

At the death of Andronicus III in 1341, the new Emperor, John V, his eldest 
son, was hardly eleven years 6 ar, in which 


John Cantacuzene played the chief part, was Fought around tie throne of the 
boy Emperor. Against John Cantacuzene there formed a strong party consist- 
ing of the widow of the late Emperor, Anne of Savoy, who had been pro- 
claimed regent; her partisan and the former favorite of Cantacuzene, the am- 
bitious and powerful Alexius Apocaucus, the patriarch; and others. The char- 

12 See on this project, G.I. Bratianu, “Notes _tatives de mariage de deux fils d’Andronic II 
sur le projet de mariage entre l’empereur Mi- Paléologue avec des princesses latnes,” rd:d., 
chel IX Paléologue et Catherine de Courtenay I, 139-40. 
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acteristic feature of the civil strife of the fourteenth century was the participa- 
tion, now on one side, now on the other, of foreign peoples pursuing their 
own political ai ecially Seljuq Turks as well as Otto- 
man Turks. Several months after the death of Andronicus III, Cantacuzene, 
in one of the cities of Thrace, proclaimed himself Emperor (John VI). Shortly 
after, the solemn coronation of John V Palaeologus was celebrated in Con- 
stantinople. Thus in the Empire there appeared two emperors. Cantacuzene, 
who had found strong support from the Turks (he had even married his 


daughter to an Ottoman sultan), gained the upper hand. His chief rival 


Apocaucus was slain in Constantinople. Cantacuzene was crowned at Ha- 
drianople-by-the-patriarcir of fértsdlem, who put on the head of the new 
emperor a golden crown. Then the capital opened its gates to him. The regent 
Anne of Savoy was induced to yield, and Cantacuzene was recognized Em- 
peror on a par with John Palaeologus. In 1347, Cantacuzene was crowned for 
the second time, and his daughter Helena was married to the young Palaeo- 
logus. Cantacuzene’s ambitious plans were realized. 

In the same year there stood for a short time at the head of the government 
in Rome a famous dreamer imbued with the recollections of the past glory 
of the Roman Republic, the tribune Cola di Rienzo. Cantacuzene sent him an 
embassy with a letter of congratulation upon his attainment of power over 
Rome.** 

The stormy rule of Cantacuzene, during which John Palaeologus was 
pushed into the background, was important for the international relations 
of the epoch. For himself Cantacuzene devoted his energies to superseding 
Palaeologus; he proclaimed his son Emperor, declared him co-emperor and 
heir, and forbade the name of John Palaeologus to be mentioned in the 
churches or at public festivities. But Cantacuzene’s influence with the people 
was gradually declining, and the last blow to his popularity was dealt by the 
establishment of the Turks in Europe. With the co-operation of the Genoese, 
John Pc perpen 9 of 1354. Compelled to 
abdicate, Cantacuzene took the monastic habit under the name of Ioasaph 
and spent the rest Of his life in writing his important memoirs.** In a Greek 
manuscript in the National Library of Paris are preserved two interesting 
miniatures of Cantacuzene; in one Cantacuzene is represented twice, in im- 
perial robes and in monastic raiment. His son also abdicated. 

John V Palaeologus finally became sole Emperor, but received, especially 
after the destructive civil war and foreign failures, a pitiful heritage. Accord- 
ing to T. Florinsky, “Some islands and one province (Thrace) thoroughly 
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ruined and depopulated, on one side of which, close to the capital, the rapa- 
cious Genoese had a footing, while on the other side rose the powerful Turkish 
state: this was the Empire which he had to govern.”?® 

Moreover, John’s family troubles were not ended. He had never been inti- 
mate with his eldest son Andronicus, who in 1376, with the help of the 
Genoese, deposed his father, was crowned as Andronicus IV (1376-79), and 
made his son John co-emperor. The old John V, as well as his favorite son 
and heir, Manuel, were put in prison. In 1379 John V succeeded in escaping 
and, with the help of the.Turks, regained his throne. John V and Andronicus 
came to an agreement which lasted until the death of the latter in 1385. After 
that John V, disregarding his grandson John, crowned as co-emperor his son 
Manuel. Finally, at the very end of the reign of John V, a rebellion was raised 
against him by his grandson. In 1390 the young John seized Constantinople 
and governed it, but only for a few months, under the title of John VII. New 
documents from the archives of Venice indicate that John’s rebellion of 1390 
was organized by Sultan Bayazid. The Venetian Senate, as usual very well- 
informed of the situation in Constantinople through its merchants, appar- 
ently judged it probable that Bayazid would be at that time on the Byzantine 
throne. In any case, in the instructions given the Venetian envoys about to go 
to Constantinople in 1390, they were admonished: “If you find Murad’s son 
[ Bayazid] in Constantinople, you must try to obtain from him the repeal of 
the sequestration of Venetian vessels.”’’ Owing to the activity of Manuel, 
John V was restored. At the beginning of 1391 John V died after a long, stormy 
and unhappy reign. His son Manuel became Emperor (1391-1425). 

A short time before his ascension to the throne the new Emperor had mar- 
ried Helena, daughter of the ruler of Northern Macedonia, Constantine Dra- 
gosh (Dragases), a Slav, or, as C. Jirecek said, “the only Serbian who became 
Empress of Byzantium.”** She gave birth to six sons, of whom two became 
the last Byzantine emperors, John VIII and Constantine XI; the latter is often 
given the Slavonic name of his grandfather on his mother’s side, Dragosh 
(Dragases). The two last Palaeologi on the imperial throne were accordingly 
half-Slav. A picture of Helena, surnamed Palaeologina, is on a beautiful minia- 
ture in a precious Greek manuscript at the museum of the Louvre in Paris. In 
this miniature are Emperor Manuel, his wife Helena, and three of their sons, 
crowned by the Virgin Mary. This manuscript, one of the jewels of the Louvre, 
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containing the works of St. Dionysius the Areopagite, was sent to Paris by 
Manuel as a present some years after his return to Constantinople from Paris.'® 
Another portrait of Helena has been preserved on a lead seal or molybdobul- 
lon-o 

Manuel, handsome, noble, very well educated, and endowed with literary 
talent, even as a youth during his father’s lifetime felt sharply all the horror 
of the situation of the Empire and all the humiliating burden of his heritage. 
When the government of Thessalonica was confided to him by his father, he 
entered into negotiations with the population of a Macedonian city captured 
by the troops of the Sultan Murad with the aim of annihilating the Turkish 
garrison and freeing the city from the Turkish yoke. The sultan learned of 
the plan and determined to punish severely the governor of Thessalonica. 
Unable to make an adequate resistance, Manuel, after a fruitless attempt to 
take refuge with his frightened father, set out directly to the residence of 
Murad and expressed to him his repentance for his behavior. “The impious 
but reasonable sultan,” said a historian of the fifteenth century, “favorably 
kept him as a guest for several days, and, supplying him when he took his 
leave, with food for his journey and rich presents, sent him back to his father 
with a letter in which he begged John V to pardon his son for what he had 
done in ignorance.” In his valedictory address to Manuel, Murad said: “Govern 
peacefully what belongs to you and do not seek for foreign lands. But if you 
have need of money or any other support, I shall always be glad to fulfill your 
request.”””? 

Later, Murad’s successor Bayazid required that John V send him, with the 
stipulated tribute, his son Manuel and some Greek auxiliaries. Manuel was 
compelled to yield and take part in a predatory Turkish expedition through 
various regions of Asia Minor. His humiliation, complete impotence, and the 
privations of the expedition are clearly felt in Manuel’s letters. Having de- 
scribed famine, cold, fatigue, and the crossing of the mountains, “where even 
wild beasts could not feed,” Manuel made a tragic remark: “all this is being 
suffered jointly by the whole army; but one thing is unbearable for us: we 
are fighting with them [the Turks] and for them, and it means that we in- 
crease their strength and decrease ours.”” In another letter Manuel wrote an 
account of the destroyed cities which he had seen during the expedition: “To 
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my question what was the name of those cities, those whom I asked, answered: 
‘As we have destroyed them, so time has destroyed their names’; and im- 
mediately sorrow seized me; but I sorrow silently, being still able to concea: 
my feelings.”** Such humiliation and subserviency towards the Turks Manuel 
had been forced to suffer before he ascended the throne. 

His nobility was manifest when he redeemed his father John V from the 
Venetians who, on the Emperor’s return from Italy, had arrested him at 
Venice on account of his failure to pay back borrowed money. While the eldest 
son of John, Andronicus, who ruled the Empire in his father’s absence, was 
deaf to John’s prayers to collect the sum due, Manuel obtained it at once and. 
going to Venice in person, redeemed his father from his humiliating captivity. 

After his long and painful reign Manuel, in the last years of his life, with- 
drew from state affairs, which he entrusted to his son John, and devoted all 
his time to the study of the Scriptures. Shortly after, Manuel was struck with 
apoplexy; two days before his death he took holy orders under the name of 
Matthias (Matthew). 

His son and successor, John VIII, reigned from 1425 to 1448. The new 
Emperor was married three times, and all three wives belonged to different 
nationalities. His first wife was a young Russian princess, Anna, daughter of 
the grand prince of Moscow, Vasili I; she lived in Constantinople only three 
years, but in that short time she became very popular in the capital. She fell 
a victim to the plague. John’s second wife was an Italian, Sophia of Montferrat. 
a woman of lofty spiritual qualities but so unattractive in appearance that 
John felt only repulsion for her; the Byzantine historian Ducas, who describes 
her appearance, gave a popular proverb of his time: “Lent in front and Easter 
behind.”** She could not bear her humiliating position at court, and, with the 
help of the Genoese of Galata and to the satisfaction of her husband, fled to 
Italy, where she ended her days in monastic retirement. His third wife John 
found in a princess of Trebizond, Maria (Mary), of the house of the Comneni. 
“who was distinguished for her beauty and good manners.”** The attractive- 
ness of this charming lady is remarked both by a Byzantine historian, and bv 
a French pilgrim to the Holy Land, who was enraptured by the beauty of 
the basilissa when he saw her leaving St. Sophia.”® She possessed great in- 
fluence over the Emperor, who outlived her. There stands today in one of the 
Princes Islands (near Constantinople) a small chapel of the Holy Virgin 
erected by the beautiful Empress of Trebizond. 

John VIII had no children by any of his three wives. When he died in the 
autumn of 1448, the question of an heir arose. The Empress mother, Manuel 
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II’s wife, who was still alive; the brothers of the late Emperor; and the high- 
est officials of Constantinople fixed their choice upon Constantine, one of the 
brothers of John VIII, who at that time was the Despot of Morea. The sultan 
was informed of the choice of the new Emperor and approved the candidate. 
A deputation was sent to Morea, which notified Constantine of his election 
to the tottering throne of the once great Empire of Byzantium. At the begin- 
ning of 1449, from medieval Sparta, that is from the residence of the Despot 
at Mistra, he sailed at once for Constantinople in a Catalonian vessel and was 
solemnly received by the people. It was long believed that Constantine XI 
was crowned by a layman. But it is now known, since the publication of the 
works of John Eugenicus by Sp. Lampros, that the coronation of Constantine 
XI was never performed officially at all. The Church demanded that it should 
be performed by the patriarch, but it was probably postponed because of the 
tense antagonism between the partisans of the union of the churches and their 
opponents.*” Constantine had been twice married, both of his wives belong- 
ing to Latin families which had established themselves in the Christian East 
—one to the family of Tocco, the other to the Genoese dynasty in the island 
of Lesbos, of Gattilusio—but both had died before Constantine’s election to 
the Byzantine throne. The negotiations concerning a third wife for the new 
Emperor, in the West and East, at Venice, Portugal, Trebizond, and Iberia 
(Georgia), came to nothing. The fall of Constantinople and Constantine’s 
death prevented the fulfillment of these matrimonial plans. His intimate 
friend, a diplomat and historian of the epoch of the Palaeologi, George 
Phrantzes, preserved in his History an interesting description of his mission 
to find a bride for the Emperor in Trebizond and Iberia.** The French his- 
torian Diehl remarked that, despite continued matrimonial intercourse be- 
tween the Byzantine emperors and western princesses, at the critical moment 
the eyes of the last Emperor, in search of a bride, turned to the near, congenial, 
and kindred East.” 

Constantine XI was killed in May 1453, at the taking of Constantinople by 
the Turks. On the site of the Christian eastern monarchy was founded the 
strong military empire of the Ottoman Turks. 

Of the brothers who survived Constantine, Demetrius Palaeologus was cap- 
tured by Muhammed II, to whom his daughter was married, and died at 
Hadrianople as a monk, under the name of David. Another brother, Thomas, 
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ended his days in Italy dreaming of a crusade against the Turks, receiving 
from the pope his means of subsistence. His son Andreas (Andrew), who had 
already become a Catholic, was the only legitimate representative of the 
dynasty of the Palaeologi who possessed rights to the lost Byzantine throne. 
An interesting document exists in which Andreas Palaeologus transmitted his 
rights to the Empires of Constantinople and Trebizond as well as to the 
Despotat of Serbia to the king of France, Charles VIII. When the latter at the 
end of the fifteenth century undertook his expedition against Naples, he con- 
sidered it only as the steppingstone to eventual conquest of Constantinople 
and Jerusalem. In other words, at the end of the fifteenth century dreams of 
a crusade still existed. Andreas’ transmission of his rights to Charles VIII 
seems never to have been fully carried out, for later Andreas again transmitted 
his rights to the Byzantine throne to Ferdinand and Isabella of Spain (Cas- 
tile).°° This act, of course, had no practical result. 

Zoe, the daughter of Thomas Palaeologus and the sister of Andreas, was 
married to the far distant Grand Prince of Moscow, Ivan (John) III, and 1s 
known in Russian sources as Sophia Palaeologina. A Russian historian, 
Kluchevsky, said: “As heiress to the declining house of Byzantium, the new 
Tsarina of Russia had transferred the supreme rights of the Byzantine house 
to Moscow, as to a new Tsargrad, and there shared them with her husband.”™*' 

Moscow began to be compared with “seven-hilled Rome” and called “the 
third Rome.” The Grand Prince of Moscow became “Tsar of all Orthodoxy,” 
and Moscow as the capital of the Russian state became “the new city of Con- 
stantine” (i.e., a new Constantinople-Tsargrad).°* A Russian scholar of the 
beginning of the sixteenth century, the monk Philotheus, wrote: “Two Romes 
have fallen, and the third stands, while a fourth is not to be.”** The pope called 
the attention of the successor of Ivan III to his right to defend his “patrimony 
of Constantinople.”** Thus, the fall of Constantinople and the marriage of 
Ivan III to Sophia Palaeologina brought up the problem of the rights of the 
rulers of Moscow, those representatives and defenders of eastern Orthodoxy, 
to the throne of the Byzantine Empire which was seized by the Ottoman 
Turks in 1453. 
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The external policy of Michael VIII 


Byzantium and the Kingdom of the Two Sicilies, Charles of Anjou, and 
the Sicilian Vespers—The attitude of Michael VIII towards the Kingdom 
of the Two Sicilies is the keystone to his external policy. In connection with 
this attitude were developing and shaping his relations with the Italian re- 
publics, Genoa and Venice, as well as with the papal curia. His relations with 
the Turks in the East also depended upon his western policy. 

At the close of the twelfth century, the king of Germany, Henry VI Hohen- 
staufen, Frederick Barbarossa’s son, owing to his marriage with the Norman 
princess Constance, heiress to the Norman state in southern Italy and Sicily, 
gained control of the Kingdom of the Two Sicilies and inherited the stub- 


born enmity enmity of the Normans for Byzantium and th Byzantium and their aggressive plans. The 
union_of the Kingdom of the Two Sicilies with Germany lasted till 3250, 
when, at the death of Frederick II Hohenstaufen, his natural son Manfred 
became king of Sicily. The legitimate son of Frederick, Conrad, began to 
rule in Germany and reigned for a short time. Under the rule of Manfred, 
who took care not only of the material but also of the spiritual interests of his 
kingdom, Sicily enjoyed a period of peace. His court was the most brilliant 
of that time; foreign rulers esteemed him highly; and the last Latin Emperor, 
Baldwin II, who had fled from Constantinople, appealed to him for help in 
regaining his lost throne. With regard to Byzantium, Manfred adopted the 
policy of his predecessors which must have seriously alarmed Michael VIII, 
especially from the point of view of possible Latin re-establishment at Con- 
stantinople. Baldwin II, deprived of his throne, appeared at Manfred’s court 
with definite plans and requests for help. Moreover, the podesta (the chief 
representative) of the Genoese who lived at Constantinople and possessed at 
that time exceptionally favorable trade conditions in Byzantium, entered into 
negotiations with Manfred. He proposed to him a plan for the sudden capture 
of Constantinople and the restoration of Latin dominion there. Informed of 
this, the infuriated Michael VIII sent the Genoese away from the capital and 
opened negotiations with Venice, the result of which was a new treaty with 
the Republic of St. Mark restoring and confirming the previous privileges 
of the Venetians, and binding them, along with the Greeks, to fight against 
the Genoese if they opened hostilities against the Empire. 

But Manfred had no time to take actual steps against Byzantium; he fell a 
victim to papal intrigue. The pope, seeing that after the death of Frederick 
II, the irreconcilable enemy of the papacy, the strength of the Hohenstaufens 
was weakened, determined to deal a death blow to the hated dynasty by de- 
stroying Manfred. Charles of Anjou, brother of the king of France, Louis IX 
(St. Louis), became the executor of the papal plans. In inviting Charles to 
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take the Kingdom of Sicily, the pope had in view not only the destruction of 
the Hohenstaufens, but also the help which Charles would furnish for the 
restoration of the Latin Empire in the East. At least, in 1265, Pope Clement IV 
expressed the hope that with the aid of Charles “the position of the Roman 
Empire would be restored” (1mperit Romani status reformabitur).®*> Accept- 
ing the pope’s proposal to interfere in south-Italian affairs, Charles of Anjou 
opened the era of French expeditions to Italy—an era very destructive to the 
essential interests and needs of France which, for several centuries, was to 
spend her energy and means on Italy, instead of turning her forces and at- 
tention to her nearest neighbors, for example, to the Netherlands and the 
Rhinelands. 

Few prominent figures of history have been portrayed by historians so 
darkly as Charles of Anjou, and perhaps they have not been quite just. Recent 
works on Charles have put aside forever the legend which made him a real 
tyrant, “covetous, cunning, and wicked, always ready to drown in blood the 
smallest resistance.”** In their appeals to Charles the popes seem not to have 
taken into consideration the distinctive features of his character which en- 
tirely precluded the possibility of his becoming a mere tool in the hands of 
another. He was a well-trained, energetic, at times severe, even cruel, ruler, 
but not without cheerfulness, a love of tournaments, and an interest in poetry, 
art, and science; above all he was unwilling to become a puppet in the hands 
of the pope who had invited him to Italy. 

On his coming to Italy with an army, Charles crushed Manfred at Ben- 
eventum in 1266. With Manfred’s death, Sicily and Naples came under French 
sway. Charles of Anjou became the new king of the Two Sicilies. The French 
began to leave their country in masses and emigrate into Charles’ new domin- 
ions, where general conditions were excellent.*” 

Shortly after, Charles’ attitude toward Byzantium was clearly shown. With 
the consent and in the presence of the pope, at Viterbo, a small Italian city 
north of Rome, he made a treaty with the expelled Latin Emperor, Baldwin II, 
in which the latter transmitted to Charles his right to the supreme power over 
all Frankish dominions in the former Latin Empire, reserving to himself 
only Constantinople and several islands in the Archipelago, which Charles 
was to help him reconquer from the Greeks. The Norman claims to Byzan- 
tium thus revived again in full measure under the French sway in the King- 
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Realizing fully the approaching danger, Michael VIII had recourse to skill- 
ful diplomacy. On the one hand, by means of negotiations with the pope con- 
cerning the union between the eastern and western churches, Michael 
diverted him from close co-operation with Charles, and made him wish for a 
conciliatory policy regarding Byzantium. On the other hand, Michael decided 
to make peace with the Genoese who, as has been mentioned above, had 
established relations with Manfred of Sicily, planned to hand Constantinople 
over to the Latins, and thereupon had been expelled from the capital. The 
Genoese were allowed to return to Constantinople, where some quarters were 
allotted to them not in the city itself, but in its suburb of Galata, across the 
Golden Horn. This distance did not prevent the Genoese from regaining all 
their former trade privileges, expanding their commercial activity, and forc- 
ing the Venetians, their rivals, into the background. A Genoese of the family 
of Zaccaria, for example, who obtained from the Emperor the right to work 
and exploit rich deposits of alum in the mountains of Asia Minor, near the 
city of Phocaea (in Italian, Fogia, Foglia) at the entrance into the Gulf of 
Smyrna, made a colossal fortune.** Finally, all over the Byzantine East, under 
the Palaeologi, Genoa took the place of Venice. 

Meanwhile, Charles of Anjou seized the island of Corfu, which was the first 
step in carrying out his plan of invading Byzantium. Michael VIII, hoping to 
be more successful in his conciliatory policy towards the pope and to imitate 
the aggressive policy of Charles of Anjou, appealed to the latter’s brother, the 
king of France, Louis IX, who was the most pious, just, and esteemed ruler 
of that time. Shortly before Michael’s appeal to him, England had begged 
him to be arbiter and to settle some complicated problems of her internal life. 
Circumstances tended to involve Louis also in the history of Byzantium. 
Michael sent Louis IX a manuscript of the New Testament adorned with 
miniatures. When at the close of the seventh decade the Byzantine envoys 
arrived in France “in view of the reunion of the Greek and Roman churches,” 
Michael proposed to the king of France that he should “settle as an arbiter the 
conditions of the union of the two churches, and assured him in advance of his 
full concurrence.’””*® 

At the outset, Louis IX disapproved of the decision of his brother Charles 
to conquer southern Italy and only later does he seem to have become recon- 
ciled to the fait accompli, probably because he was persuaded of its utility for 
a future crusade. Moreover, Charles’ plan of conquering Byzantium also met 
with Louis’ serious objection, because, if the main forces of Charles were di- 
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verted to Constantinople, they would be unable to take an adequate part in 
the crusade to the Holy Land, an idea which strongly influenced Louis. Be- 
sides, Michael’s decision, with which Louis had been acquainted through the 
embassy, to beg him to be arbiter in the problem of the church union, and the 
Emperor's promise to submit entirely to his decision, inclined the king of 
France, a zealous Catholic, to the side of the Byzantine Emperor. 

It could hardly be expected that pressure from Louis would really persuade 
his warlike brother to give up his aggressive plans against the Empire. But 
Charles was somewhat delayed in his hostilities against Byzantium by Louis’ 
second crusade to Tunis, which encroached upon the policy of Charles in the 
West. The question of Charles’ attitude as to the origin of this crusade, is one 
on which scholars’ opinions vary.*® The sudden death of Louis in Tunis in 
1270 destroyed Michael’s hopes of his co-operation. The Byzantine envoys. 
who had arrived in Tunis for negotiations a short time before Louis’ death, 
went back, said a Greek source, “with hands empty of promises.’”*? Charles 
made his appearance in Tunis and after two brilliant victories compelled the 
emir of Tunis to make peace on his terms, that the emir should indemnify 
Charles for his military expenses and pay him an annual tribute. Charles then 
decided to carry out his plan of invading Byzantium. But on his way back from 
Tunis a terrible storm destroyed a major part of his fleet, so that, at least for 
a time, he was unable to undertake the offensive against Byzantium on such 
a large scale as he had planned. 

At the beginning of the seventies, however, Charles was able to send a con- 
siderable number of auxiliaries to the Peloponnesus, into Achaia, where they 
fought successfully against the imperial troops. At the same time Charles suc- 
ceeded in establishing himself in the Balkan peninsula. He seized several forti- 
fied places, the most important of which was Dyrrachium (Durazzo, Drac), 
on the east coast of the Ionian Sea; the Albanian mountaineers became 
Charles’ subjects, and the Despot of Epirus took the oath to him. Accordingly, 
the king of the Two Sicilies began to style himself the king of Albania (reg- 
num Albaniae).** 

In a document he names himself “by the Grace of God the King of Sicily 
and Albania” (Dei gratia rex Sicilie et Albanie.)** In a letter Charles writes 
that the Albanians “elected us and our heirs kings and perpetual masters of 
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the said kingdom” (nos et heredes nostros elegerunt in reges et dominos per- 
petuos dictt Regni).** An Italian historian of the twentieth century remarks: 
“When ‘Charles’ work is better studied and known, he will appear in his true 
light, as a dim precursor of the political and civil autonomy of the Albanian 
people that, even at the beginning of the twentieth century, seems a dream and 
a vague and indetermined aspiration.”** But Charles was not satisfied. He 
addressed the Serbs and Bulgars and found in them zealous allies. The envoys 
of “imperatoris Vulgarorum et regis Servie’ appeared at his court.** The 
southern Slavs began to crowd into his service and to emigrate into his Italian 
dominions. A Russian scholar, who was well acquainted with the Italian ar- 
chives and from them drew a great deal of information on the Slavs, V. Maku- 
shev, wrote that, in spite of the incomplete and laconic material, “one may 
form an idea of the course of the Slavonic settlements in southern Italy and 
of the great number of Slavs pouring from all quarters of the south-Slavonic 
world into the service of the Angevins. . . . The Slavonic settlements in 
southern Italy, from the thirteenth to the fifteenth century, are constantly in- 
creasing: new ones are being founded, the old ones are growing.”** In a docu- 
ment of 1323 at Naples is mentioned “a quarter called Bulgarian” (vicus qui 
vocatur Bulgarus).*® The Serbian and Bulgarian envoys arrived in Naples 
for negotiations. Obviously serious danger threatened Byzantium from the 
Slavo-French allies. Moreover, Venice, which occupied a most important place 
_in the political, economic, and commercial life of Charles’ realm, was also 
on a friendly footing with him and for the time being supported his imperial- 
istic policy in the East.** In addition, the last Emperor of Nicaea, John IV 
Lascaris, deposed and blinded by Michael VIII, escaped from his Byzantine 
prison and, at Charles’ invitation, appeared at his court. 

Thus, around Charles of Anjou gradually assembled all those who were 
dissatisfied with and offended by the Byzantine Emperor; the Serbs and Bul- 
gars, Baldwin IJ and John IV Lascaris, even cautious Venice, became tools in 
the hands of the ambitious and skillful king. The marriage between Baldwin’s 
son and Charles’ daughter gave Baldwin the hope, with the aid of his new 
relative, of restoring the Latin Empire. Such was the general international 
situation in Italy and the Balkan peninsula, which must have roused extreme 
fear in Michael VIII for Constantinople and his throne.*° 
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But the skillful politician Charles faced in Michael VIII a politician no less 
skillful, who concentrated his chief attention upon the papal curia, to which 
he promised the union of the churches. Pope Gregory X willingly inclined to 
the desire of the Emperor, not only from fear of the increasing power of 
Charles, which could not but alarm him, but because of his sincere desire to 
establish ecclesiastical peace and unity and to further the liberation of Jeru- 
salem. In his peaceful policy of coming to an understanding with the eastern 
church Gregory X undoubtedly met many obstacles from Charles, who was 
planning the forcible subjugation of the Emperor. But the pope succeeded 
in persuading Charles to postpone for a year the expedition against Byzantium 
already decided on, and within that time he accomplished the union with the 
eastern church. 

The envoys of Michael Palaeologus to the council, which was to be held 
in the French city of Lyons, passed safely through the dominions of Charles, 
who provided them with special safe conducts and provisions.*? At Lyons 
in 1274, the union was achieved between the pope and the representatives of 
Michael VIII. According to newly studied Vatican documents, this union led 
at once to negotiations between Gregory X and Michael VIII concerning a 
new anti-Turkish league. A cardinal of high rank went to Constantinople 
in the depth of winter. The date and place for a personal conference of the 
pope and the Emperor were immediately fixed: the two venerable personages 
were to meet on Easter Monday, 1276, at Brindisi or at Valona. But at the very 
beginning of that year, on January 6, the pope suddenly died, and the project 
came to nothing.*” Michael, however, felt that the union gave him the right 
to hope for papal support in his plans to reconquer the regions of the Balkan 
peninsula, which had formerly been under the power of the Empire. Ac- 
cordingly he opened hostilities against the troops of Charles and his allies and 
met with great success, because Charles was at the time diverted by some difh- 
culties with Genoa. 

But after some friction with the pope, evoked by the union of Lyons, Charles 
succeeded in seating upon the papal throne one of his best friends, a French- 
man, Martin IV, who supported entirely the policy of the Sicilian king and 
broke the union with Michael. Then in 1281 a treaty was concluded between 
Charles, the titulary Latin Emperor, and Venice “for the recovery of the Em- 
pire of Romania which is under the sway of the Palaeologus” (ad recupera- 
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tionem ejusdem Imperi:t Romaniae, quod detinetur per Paleologum)."° A vast 
coalition formed against Byzantium: the troops of the Latin possessions on the 
former territory of the Byzantine Empire, the troops of Italy and of Charles’ 
native France, the Venetian fleet, the papal forces, and the armies of the Serbs 
and Bulgars. The Byzantine Empire seemed to be on the brink of ruin, and 
Charles of Anjou, the “forerunner of Napoleon in the thirteenth century,”** 
had world power in his grasp. A Greek author of the fourteenth century, Gre- 
goras, wrote that Charles “was dreaming, if he took possession of Constanti- 
nople, of the whole monarchy of Julius Caesar and Augustus.”®* Sanudo, a 
western chronicler of the same time, said that Charles “was aspiring to world 
monarchy” (asperava alla monarchia del mondo).*° It was the most critical 
moment in Michael’s external policy. In 1281 Michael VIII opened negotia- 
tions with the Egyptian Sultan Qala‘un concerning the military alliance 
“against the common enemy,” to wit against Charles of Anjou.°™ 

Deliverance to Byzantium came suddenly from the West, from Sicily, where 
on March 31, 1282 a revolt against French domination burst out; it spread 
rapidly all over the island and has become known in history as the Sicilian 
Vespers.°’ Michael VIII had some part in this rebellion. 

The Sicilian Vespers, one of the most important events in the early history 
of the political unification of Italy, always brings to mind a work of the famous 
Italian historian and patriot, Michele Amari, The War of the Sicilian Vespers. 
This book, written at the beginning of the fifth decade of the nineteenth cen- 
tury, has been edited many times and has formed the basis for scientific study 
of this problem. Of course, in Amari’s lifetime many of the sources were inac- 
cessible, and Amari himself, gradually becoming acquainted with new dis- 
coveries in the field, made changes and corrections in the later editions of his 
book. A new stimulus to the study of this problem was given by the celebra- 
tion in Sicily, in 1882, of the six hundredth anniversary of the Sicilian Vespers, 
when a great number of new publications appeared. An enormous mass of 
fresh and important documents has already been published, and more are 
still being published from the Angevin archive at Naples and the Vatican at 
Rome, as well as from the Spanish archives. The Sicilian Vespers, which at 
first sight seems to be an event of western European history, has its part also 
in the history of Byzantium. 
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Before Amari’s work came out, it was usually thought that the chief creator 
and leader of the Sicilian revolution of 1282 was a Sicilian exile, Giovanni 
Procida (Prochida, Prochyta) who, motivated by personal revenge, entered 
into negotiations with Peter of Aragon, the Byzantine Emperor, Michael VIII, 
the representatives of the Sicilian nobility, and others; that he won all of them 
over to his side and thus raised the revolt. The great humanist of the four- 
teenth century, Petrarca, regarded Procida as the chief mover of the revolu- 
tion.’* But on investigation of the sources Amari showed that this account 
is a legendary development of historical fact, which, among the causes of the 
Sicilian revolution, has only secondary significance.*® 

The Sicilian people felt bitter anger against the severe French domination. 
The arrogant attitude of the French to the subject population and the terrible 
taxes which were levied, especially in connection with Charles’ expensive and 
difficult expedition against Byzantium, were the chief causes of the revolt of 
March 31. The two best politicians of that time, exclusive of Charles, Michael 
VIII and Peter of Aragon, skillfully used the discontent of the Sicilian popula- 
tion. Peter, related to the former king of Sicily, Manfred, the natural son of 
Frederick II Hohenstaufen, could not become reconciled to the excessive 
power of Charles, and felt he was within his rights in taking possession of 
Sicily. Michael VIII made use of Peter’s ambition, and promised him a subsidy 
if he opened hostilities against Charles. In Italy the imperial party, the Ghibel- 
lines, and a portion of the Sicilian nobility sided with Peter. Giovanni Procida 
was an intermediary in all these negotiations, but no more than that. 

The revolt was crowned with success. Upon the invitation of the Sicilians, in 
August of the same year, Peter of Aragon landed on the island and was 
crowned with Manfred’s crown at Palermo. The attempts of Charles, who 
had returned from the East where hostilities against Byzantium were going 
on, to reconquer Sicily and to expel Peter of Aragon were unsuccessful. Charles 
was forced to give up his plans against the Empire of Michael VIII. Thereafter 
Charles was king only of southern Italy. The importance to Byzantium of the 
Sicilian Vespers, which deprived Charles of Sicily and saved the Eastern Em- 
pire from fatal danger, is obvious. In addition, the events connected with the 
revolution of 1282 laid the foundation for friendly relations between the By- 
zantine emperors and the kings of Aragon. Since Michael had supported Peter 
of Aragon with subsidies, he accordingly took part in the settlement of the 
Sicilian problem. In-his autobiography Michael VIII, speaking of Charles’ 
expedition against his Empire, remarked, “The Sicilians disdaining the rest 
of Charles’ force as despicable, dared to raise arms and free themselves from 
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slavery; therefore, if I said that God who granted freedom to them, granted 
it through us, I should tell the truth.”®° 

The Sicilian Vespers greatly affected the position of Pope Martin IV. It was 
not only an unheard-of innovation that, as the historian Ranke wrote, “the 
people, despite the commands of Rome, had dared to set a king over them- 
selves,”°* but the events of 1282 undermined the foundations of the Byzantine 
policy of this pope, who had broken with the Union of Lyons, sided wholly 
with the eastern plans of Charles of Anjou, and hoped for the Latin occupation 
of Constantinople. The Sicilian Vespers made that impossible, for it dismem- 
bered and weakened the south-Italian kingdom of Charles which hitherto 
had been the chief basis for the western aggressive policy against Byzantium. 

The revolution of 1282 had a repercussion on the policy of Venice who, a 
year before, had bound herself by an alliance with Charles against Byzantium. 
Learning of the rising in Sicily and foreseeing the fall of Charles’ power and 
the defeat of his eastern plans, the Republic of St. Mark rapidly changed her 
policy; realizing that Charles could be of no more use to her, she broke with 
him, formed closer relations with Byzantium, and three years later concluded 
a treaty of friendship with Michael’s successor, Andronicus the Elder. More- 
over, Venice also established relations with Peter of Aragon. 

Thus the international relations of the times and the discontent of Sicily, of 
which Michael VIII took advantage, saved Byzantium from the fatal danger 
that menaced her from the powerful Charles of Anjou. 

Eastern policy of Michael VIII—The Emperors of Nicaea and, after the 
restoration of Constantinople, Michael VIII, turned their main forces to the 
West for the recovery of the Balkan peninsula, and to the exhausting struggle 
with Charles of Anjou, which practically decided the destiny of the restored 
Empire. The eastern border was somewhat neglected, and the Byzantine gov- 
ernment seems sometimes to have forgotten the threatening danger there. A 
Byzantine historian of the fifteenth century, George Phrantzes, wrote: “Under 
Michael Palaeologus, because of the wars in Europe against the Italians, the 
Roman Empire has been exposed to dangers in Asia from the Turks.”*” Of 
course, the Turkish danger to Byzantium had begun much earlier; but this 
observation of the historian well emphasizes a distinct feature of the eastern 
policy under Michael VIII. It was fortunate for the Empire that in the thir- 
teenth century the Turks themselves were living through a troubled epoch ow- 
ing to the military successes of the Mongols. 

In the thirties and forties of the thirteenth century the threatening danger 
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of the Mongol invasion appeared from the East. The Seljuq Sultanate of Rum 
or Iconium, bordering on the eastern part of the Empire of Nicaea, had been 
defeated by the Mongols. In the second half of the thirteenth century, at the 
time of Michael VIII, the last Seljucids were the mere deputies of the Mongols 
of Persia, whose dominions extended from India to the Mediterranean, and at 
whose head stood Hulagu, acknowledging the khan of the eastern Mongols 
as his overlord. In 1258 Hulagu took Bagdad, where the last Abbasid caliph 
suffered a violent death. After that he invaded and devastated Syria, Meso- 
potamia, and the surrounding lands, and meditated a march on Jerusalem 
and then probably a campaign against Egypt. But the news of the death of 
the Mongol Great Khan Mangu forced him to give up his aggressive plans in 
the south. The Mongol dynasty established in Persia was, in the last decades 
of the thirteenth century, an ally of the Christians against the Muhammedans. 
As a recent historian said, “Hulagu led the Nestorian [1.e., Christian] Turks 
of Central Asia on a real Yellow Crusade (Croisade Jaune) against Islam.”™ 
Finally, in 1260, the Mongol army was crushed by the Egyptian Mamluks, 
at Ain-Jalut. Another very powerful Mongol state was at that time established 
in the north, in Russia. This was the Golden or Kipchak Horde with its capital 
at Sarai, on the lower Volga. Realizing the great importance of this new Mon- 
gol factor in the international life of his epoch, Michael Palaeologus tried to 
make use of it several times in his external policy.** 

In this connection it is important to remember that the Mamluk (Mame- 
luke) dynasty established in Egypt in 1250 was united ethnographically with 
south Russia. The word Mamluk means “owned,” “belonging to,” “slave,” 
and the Mamluks in Egypt were originally the bodyguard of Turkish slaves 
first formed there under the successors of Saladin; in 1260 these “slaves” seized 
the throne, and they reigned over Egypt from 1260 to 1517, when Egypt was 
conquered by the Ottoman Turks. From the third decade of the thirteenth 
century on, the chief contingent of the Mamluk bodyguard consisted of the 
Turkish tribe of Cumans (Polovtzi) from southern Russia, who had fled be- 
fore the Mongol invasion or had been taken captives and sold into slavery.*° 
A Byzantine historian says that the Mamluks were drawn from “the European 
Scythians dwelling near the Maeotis (the Sea of Azov) and the river of Tanais 
(Don).”®° 

Thus, owing to the Cuman origin of many Mamluks, they were interested 


63 R. Grousset, Histoire ad’ Asie, II, roo. in Their Mutual Relations in the Reign of 
64 Two interesting Russian articles on this Michael Palaeologus,” Annales de l'Institut 
subject have been published: Th. I. Uspensky, Kondakov, 1 (1927), 73-84. 
“Byzantine Historians on the Mongols and 85 Vernadsky, sbid., 76. 
Egvptian Mamluks,” Vizantiysky Vremennik, 66 Nicephorus Gregoras, Historia, IV, ~. 1: 
XXIV (1923-26), 1-16; and G. Vernadsky, Bonn ed., I, 102. 
“The Golden Horde, Egypt, and Byzantium 


Foreign Policy 601 


in maintaining and developing relations with their compatriots of south 
Russia, where, even after the Mongol conquest, a considerable number of 
Cumans (Polovtzi) were left. Besides, the khan of the Golden (Kipchak) 
Horde had embraced Islam, and the sultan of Egypt, Mameluk Beybars, was 
also a Muslim, while Hulagu was a Shamanist, i.e., a pagan,®” and an enemy 
of Islam. Deadly rivalry, not only political but also religious, existed between 
Hulagu and Berke (Bereke), khan of the Golden Horde. 

The land route between the Mamluks and Kipchaks was blocked by the 
dominions of Hulagu. Communication by sea between Egypt and south Rus- 
sia was possible only through the Hellespont, Bosphorus, and Black Sea; but 
both straits were in the power of the Byzantine Emperor, so that the Mamluks 
needed special permission from Michael Palaeologus to use them.®* Accord- 
ingly the sultan of Egypt, “willing to be a friend of the Romans and to have 
permission for the Egyptian merchants to sail through our straits [the Helles- 
pont and Bosphorus] once a year,” sent his envoys to Michael Palaeologus.®° 
The difficulty was that at that time Michael was on friendly terms with 
Hulagu, head of the Mongols in Persia; therefore the Egyptian ambassadors 
were from time to time retained at Constantinople. In 1265 the Kipchak Khan 
Berke declared war against Michael, and in this war the Bulgarian Tsar Con- 
stantine Tech (Tich) took part on the side of the Mongols, under Berke’s 
general Nogai. The Mongols (Tartars) and Bulgarians vanquished the Byzan- 
tine troops. After this defeat Michael was forced to abandon Hulagu and to 
join the Kipchak-Egyptian combination.’° To win over the powerful Nogai 
Michael gave him his illegitimate daughter to wife, and in the following war 
with the Bulgarian king, Constantine Tech, Michael was so actively supported 
by his son-in-law that the Bulgarian king was forced to stop hostilities.’* Diplo- 
matic relations between the Golden Horde, Egypt, and Byzantium existed 
during Michael’s whole reign.”* The friendly relations between Michael 
Palaeologus towards the end of his reign and the sultan of Egypt, Mamluk 
Qala‘un (1279-90) are very interesting. A common danger urged both 
monarchs to come to an agreement, for the ambitious plans of Charles of 
Anjou menaced both empires. These relations were apparently to lead to the 
conclusion of a formal treaty of friendship and commerce, which according to 
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the French scholar M. Canard was actually concluded in 1281 but according 
to the German scholar F. Dolger did not go beyond the stage of diplomatic 
negotiations. The fall of Charles of Anjou and the Sicilian Vespers entirely 
altered the situation both in the West and in the East.”? 

In Asia Minor Michael Palaeologus was not particularly menaced. Although 
he had broken with Hulagu, the Persian Mongols were too much preoccupied 
with their internal troubles to take any decisive steps against Byzantium. As 
for the sultanate of Rum, it was a mere dependency of the Mongol Empire. 
Still, separate Turkish bodies of troops, sometimes real predatory bands, re- 
gardless of any treaties formerly concluded between the emperors and sultans, 
ceaselessly invaded the Byzantine territory, and penetrated into the interior 
of the country, sacking cities, hamlets, and monasteries, and murdering and 
taking captive the people. 

Beginning with the time of the Arabian power, Byzantium had established 
on the eastern border of Asia Minor a line of fortified places, especially in the 
mountain passes (clisurae), and, besides the regular troops, had organized a 
peculiar sort of defenders of the outermost borders of the Empire, called 
akritai. Gradually, along with the advance of the Turks toward the west, the 
border line with its defenders, akritai, was also being pushed back to the west, 
so that in the thirteenth century they were concentrated chiefly in the moun- 
tains of the Bithynian Olympus, that is to say, in the northwestern corner of 
Asia Minor. In the epoch of Nicaea these border settlers, provided with land, 
exempted from taxes and contributions, and enjoying great wealth, had had 
only to render military service and to defend the border from enemies, and, 
as far as one may judge from the sources, they had defended it courageously 
and energetically. But after the capital was transferred from Nicaea to Con- 
stantinople, the akritai ceased to receive the support formerly given by the 
government, which, in its new center, felt itself less dependent upon the east- 
ern border. Moreover Michael Palaeologus, attempting financial reform, took 
an official census of the wealth of the akritat and confiscated to the treasury the 
greater part of their land, from which they drew their incomes. This measure 
undermined the economic prosperity of the Bithynian @krita:, on which their 
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military readiness depended, and who were “the nerves of war,”"* and left 
the eastern border of the Empire almost defenseless. The government quelled 
the revolt raised by the akritai and refrained from exterminating them com- 
pletely only from fear of opening the way to the Turks. Influenced by the 
Russian scholar, V. I. Lamansky, several other scholars have considered the 
Bithynian @krita: Slavs. But more probably they were representatives of 
various peoples among whom may have been the descendants of the Slavs 
who had long ago settled in Bithynia. The external policy of Michael VIII, 
so strongly influenced by the imperialistic policy of Charles of Anjou, had a 
bad effect upon the eastern border. 

The results of Michael’s enforced eastern policy were felt when the Turks, 
after a period of troubles and disintegration, were unified and strengthened 
by the Ottoman Turks; they were to deal the final blow to Byzantium and 
destroy the eastern Christian Empire. 


The external policy of Byzantium during the reigns of the Andronicoi 


The external policy of Andronicus II and Andronicus III, grandfather and 
grandson, differed from that of their predecessor, Michael VIII. A great danger 
had menaced Michael from the West, from Charles to Anjou; but the Sicilian 
Vespers had removed that danger forever in the year of Michael’s death. The 
Turks had been prevented by their own troubles from making adequate use 
of their advantageous position on the eastern border of the Empire. 

Andronicus II and Andronicus III had to face two new and strong foes: 
Serbia in the Balkan peninsula and the Ottoman Turks in Asia Minor. Like 
Charles of Anjou, the rulers of these two peoples had set as their definite goal 
in the struggle with Byzantium, the complete destruction of the Empire and 
the formation on its site of either a Greco-Slavonic or a Greco-Turkish Empire. 
Charles’ plan to establish the Greco-Latin Empire had failed. In the fourteenth 
century the great king of Serbia, Stephen Dushan (DuSan), seemed to be on 
the point of establishing a great Slavonic empire. But for many reasons only 
the Ottoman Turks were to succeed in carrying out this plan: in the middle 
of the fifteenth century they were to establish an enormous empire, not only 
Greco-Turkish, but Greco-Slavo-Turkish, controlling both the Serbs and the 
Bulgars. 

The Ottoman Turks.—The rise of the Ottoman Turks was the chief phe- 
nomenon in the East in the epoch of the two Andronicoi. Advancing toward 
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Asia Minor, the Mongols had pushed back to the West, from the Persian 
province of Khorasan (Khurasan), a Turkish horde of the tribe of Ghuzz, 
who had come into the territory of the sultanate of Iconium, and been allowed 
by the sultan to stay and pasture their herds. After the defeat inflicted by the 
Mongols the Kingdom of the Seljugs divided into several independent pos- 
sessions (emirates) with separate dynasties, which harassed the Empire se- 
verely. Along with this disintegration of the Empire of the Seljuqs, the Turk- 
ish horde of Ghuzz also became independent. At the very end of the thirteenth 
century their leader was Osman (Othman), who began the dynasty of the 
Ottomans and gave his name to the Turks who were under his control; from 
that time on they were called the Ottoman Turks. The dynasty founded by 
Osman ruled in Turkey until 1923.7 

From the end of the thirteenth century on, the Ottoman Turks began to 
harass seriously the small possessions in Asia Minor which still remained in 
the power of Byzantium. The imperial troops held with difficulty the three 
most important points in Asia Minor: Brusa, Nicaea, and Nicomedia. The co- 
emperor Michael IX was sent against the Turks and defeated. Constantinople 
itself seemed in danger, and the Emperor “seemed to sleep or be dead.”*? 

The Spanish (Catalan) companies in the East—Andronicus could not 
master the situation without foreign aid, and he got such aid from the Spanish 
mercenary bands, the so-called “Catalan companies,” or “almughavars.”*° 
Mercenary bands of various nationalities, under the name of “companies,” 
which lived only for war and would fight for pay for anyone against anyone, 
were very well known in the latter half of the Middle Ages. “The Catalan 
companies,” which consisted not only of Catalans, but also of the inhabitants 
of Aragon, Navarre, the island of Majorca, and other places, fought as mer- 
cenaries on the side of Peter of Aragon during the war which burst out after 
the Sicilian Vespers. When at the very beginning of the fourteenth century 
a peace was concluded between Sicily and Naples, the Catalans were out of 
work. Such allies, accustomed to war, pillage, and violence, became in time of 
peace dangerous to those who had invited them, and who now tried to get 
rid of them. Moreover, the companies themselves, finding no satisfaction in 
peaceful living conditions, sought new opportunities for activity. The Catalans 
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chose for leader Roger de Flor, a German by origin, whose father’s surname, 
Blum (i.e. a flower), was translated into Spanish as “Flor.” 

With the consent of his companions Roger, who spoke Greek fluently, 
offered his services to Andronicus II for his struggle with the Seljuq and Otto- 
man Turks and extorted from the hard pressed Emperor unheard-of condi- 
tions: the insolent adventurer demanded the consent of Andronicus to his 
marriage with the Emperor’s niece, the granting of the title of megadukas 
(admiral), and a large sum of money for his company. Andronicus was com- 
pelled to yield, and the Spanish companies took ship and sailed for Constanti- 
nople. 

The participation of the Spaniards in the destinies of Byzantium is narrated 
in detail both in the Spanish (Catalan) sources and in the Greek. But while 
a participant of the expedition, the Catalan chronicler Muntaner’® described 
Roger and his companions as courageous and noble fighters for a right cause, 
a credit to their country, Greek historians consider the Catalans pillagers and 
insolent ruffians, and one of them exclaimed: “Would that Constantinople 
had never seen the Latin Roger!”*° Historians of the nineteenth century de- 
voted much attention to the Catalan expedition. A Spanish investigator of the 
problem compared their deeds with those of the famous Spanish conquerors 
of Mexico and Peru in the sixteenth century, Cortez and Pizarro; he does not 
know “what other people may plume themselves on such a historical event 
as our glorious expedition to the East,” and he considered the expedition an 
eternal testimony to the glory of the Spanish race.** The German historian 
Hopf declared that “the Catalan expedition is the most attractive episode in 
the history of the Empire of the Palaeologi,” especially on account of its dra- 
matic interest.°? Finlay wrote that the Catalans “guided by a sovereign like 
Leo III or like Basil I], might have conquered the Seljug Turks, strangled the 
Ottoman power in its cradle, and carried the double-headed eagle of Byzan- 
tium victorious to the foot of Mount Taurus and to the banks of the Danube.”** 
Elsewhere the same historian remarked: “The expedition of the Catalans in 
the East is a wonderful instance of the success which sometimes attends a 
career of rapacity and crime, in opposition to all the ordinary maxims of hu- 
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man prudence.”** The Spanish archives still afford much new information on 
this expedition. 

At the very beginning of the fourteenth century Roger de Flor with his 
company arrived in Constantinople.®* There were almost ten thousand mem- 
bers of the expedition; but this number included wives, mistresses, and chil- 
dren. The marriage of Roger to the Emperor’s niece was celebrated at Con- 
stantinople with great pomp. After some serious conflicts in the capital be- 
tween the Catalans and Genoese, who, jealous for their exceptional privileges 
in the Empire, felt the newcomers their rivals, the company was finally trans- 
ported into Asia Minor, where the Turks were besieging the large city of 
Philadelphia, east of Smyrna. Supported by a band of imperial troops the small 
Hispano-Byzantine army, under Roger de Flor, freed Philadelphia from the 
Turkish siege. The victory of the western mercenaries was enthusiastically re- 
ceived in the capital ; some men thought that the Turkish danger to the Empire 
was over forever. The first success was followed by others against the Turks 
in Asia Minor. But the unbearable extortions and arbitrary cruelties of the 
Catalans towards the local population, on one hand, and the clearly expressed 
intention of Roger to establish in Asia Minor a principality of his own, though 
under the Emperor’s suzerainty, on the other, strained the relations be- 
tween the mercenaries, the people of Asia Minor, and the government 
of Constantinople. The Emperor recalled Roger to Europe, and the latter 
with his company crossed the Hellespont and occupied first an important 
fortress on the straits of Gallipoli, and then the whole peninsula of Gal- 
lipoli. The new negotiations between Roger and the Emperor ended in 
Roger’s obtaining the title next to the Emperor’s, that of Caesar, never ull 
then borne by a foreigner. Before marching again to Asia Minor the new 
Caesar went with a small band to Hadrianople, where the eldest son of Andro- 
nicus, the co-emperor Michael IX, resided. On Michael’s instigation, Roger 
and his companions were slain during a festival. When these tidings spread 
among the population of the Empire, the Spaniards in the capital and other 
cities were also murdered. 

The Catalans, who were concentrated at Gallipoli, inflamed and thirsty for 
revenge, broke their obligations as allies of the Empire and set out to the West, 
ravaging with fire and sword the regions through which they passed. Thrace 
and Macedonia were terribly devastated. Not even monasteries on Mount 
Athos were spared. An eyewitness, a pupil of Daniel, igumen (abbot) of the 
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Serbian monastery of Chilandarion, on Mount Athos, wrote: “It was horror to 
see then the desolation of the Holy Mountain by the hands of enemies.”®* The 
Catalans also burned the Russian monastery of St. Panteleemon, on Mount 
Athos, but their assault on Thessalonica failed. In retaliation for the Catalan 
devastations Andronicus commanded the merchandise of some Catalan ves- 
sels in the Byzantine waters seized and the merchants themselves arrested." 

After having stayed some time in Thessaly, the Catalans marched to the 
south, through the famous pass of Thermopylae, into middle Greece to the 
territory of the Duchy of Athens and Thebes, which had been founded after 
the Fourth Crusade and was under French control. In the spring of 1311 there 
took place a battle in Boeotia, at the river of the Cephisus, near the Lake of 
Copais (near the modern village of Skript). The Catalans won a decisive vic- 
tory over the French troops. Putting an end to the flourishing French duchy 
of Athens and Thebes, they established there Spanish control which lasted for 
eighty years. The church of the Holy Virgin, the ancient Parthenon on the 
Acropolis, passed into the hands of the Catalan clergy, who were impressed 
by its sublimity and riches. In the second half of the fourteenth century a 
Spanish duke of Athens called the Acropolis “the most precious jewel that 
exists in the world, and such as all the kings of Christendom together would 
imitate in vain.”** 

The Athenian Duchy of the Catalans established by mere accident in the 
fourteenth century and organized upon Spanish or Sicilian models, has gener- 
ally been considered a harsh, oppressive, and destructive government, which 
at Athens and in Greece in general has left very few material traces of its 
domination. On the Acropolis, for instance, the Catalans carried out some 
changes, especially in the disposition of the fortifications, but no traces of them 
remain. But in Greek popular tradition and in the Greek tongue there still 
linger reminiscences of the cruelty and injustice of the Spanish invaders. Even 
today, in some regions of Greece, for example, in the island of Euboea, a man 
in condemnation of illegal or unjust action may say: “Not even the Catalans 
would have done that.” In Acarnania to the present day the word “Catalan” 
is the synonym for “savage, robber, criminal.” At Athens the word “Catalan” 
is considered an insult. In some cities of the Peloponnesus, when one wishes 
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to say that a woman possesses a bad character, one says, “She must be a Catalan 
woman.”*® 

But recently much new material, especially in the Archives of Barcelona 
(the archives de /a Corona d’Aragé), has come to light which shows that the 
conception of former historians on this subject was biased. The years of the 
Catalan domination in middle Greece in the fourteenth century were not only 
troubled and destructive; they were productive. The Acropolis, which was 
called in Catalan Castell de Cetines, was fortified; for the first time since the 
closing of the Athenian school by Justinian the Great, a university was estab- 
lished at Athens.®® Catalan fortifications were also erected in middle and 
northern Greece.®* A modern Catalan historian, the best recent authority on 
the Catalan problem in Middle Greece, A. Rubié y Lluch, declared, “The dis- 
covery of a Catalan Greece is, in our opinion, one of the most unexpected 
surprises the modern investigators have had in the history of medieval political 
life.”®? Of course, the full story of the Catalan dominion in Greece remains 
to be learned; but we must realize that the older works and former opinions 
on this problem of many very eminent scholars must be rectified, and that a 
new history of the Catalan dominion in Greece must be told on the basis of 
new material.°* The Navarrese invasion in 1379 dealt a death blow to the 
Catalan dominion in Greece. 

Successes of the Turks in Asta Minor.—At the very beginning of the four- 
teenth century the Catalan company fought successfully against the Ottoman 
Turks. But these military successes did not last long. The bloody advance of 
the Catalan companies through the Balkan peninsula, after Roger de Flor’s 
murder, and the internal strife between the two Andronicoi, grandfather and 
grandson diverted the forces and attention of the Empire from the eastern 
border. The Ottomans seized their advantage, and in the last years of Andro- 
nicus the Elder and in the reign of Andronicus the Younger won some im- 
portant successes in Asia Minor. The sultan Othman (Osman) and after him 
his son Orkhan conquered there the chief Byzantine cities, Brusa, Nicaea, and 


89 Rubid y Lluch, La expedicidn y domina- 
cion de los Catalanes, 14-15. G. Schlumber- 
ger, Expédition des “Almugavares” ou rou- 
tiers catalans en Orient, 391-92. 

0 See A. Rubiéd y Lluch, “Atenes en temps 
dels Catalans,” Anuari de l'Institut d’Estudis 
Catalans, It (1907), 245-46. 

®! Rubid y Lluch, “Els Castells Catalans de 
la Grecia continental,” ibid., HI (1908), 362- 
425. 

®2 Rubid y Lluch, “La Grecia Catalana des 
de la mort de Roger de Lluria fins a la de 
Frederic III de Sicilia (1370-1377),” sbid., V 


(1913-14), 393. See also Rubiéd y Lluch, “Une 
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*8 Rubid y Lluch, “La Grecia Catalana de la 
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Nicomedia, and then reached the coast of the Sea of Marmora. Several cities of 
the western coast of Asia Minor began to pay tribute to the Turks. In 1341, 
when Andronicus III died, the Ottoman Turks had already become the real 
masters of Asia Minor, with the obvious intention of transferring hostilities 
into the European territory of the Empire and even threatening Constanti- 
nople itself; Thrace was exposed to continuous incursions from them. Mean- 
while, the Seljuq emirates, fearing danger from the Ottomans, entered into 
friendly relations with the Empire in order to struggle against both the Latins 
and the Ottomans. 

Byzantium and the rise of Serbia; Stephen Dushan (Dusan) —The pos- 
sessions of Byzantium in the Balkan peninsula, at the end of the thirteenth 
century, embraced the whole of Thrace and southern Macedonia with Thes- 
salonica; but the lands lying farther to the west and south—Thessaly, Epirus, 
and Albania—only partially recognized the power of the Empire, and not in 
equal degree. In the Peloponnesus the Empire under Michael Palaeologus 
had reconquered from the Franks Laconia in the southeast of the peninsula, 
and then the central province, Arcadia. In the rest of the Peloponnesus and 
middle Greece the Latins continued to rule. As to the Archipelago, Byzantium 
possessed only a few islands in the northern and northeastern portion of the 
sea. 

Parallel with the Ottoman danger in the East, another threatening danger 
to Byzantium was growing up in the Balkan peninsula, in the first half of the 
fourteenth century, from Serbia. 

The Serbs and the closely related, perhaps even identical, Croats made their 
appearance in the Balkan peninsula in the seventh century at the time of 
Emperor Heraclius and occupied the western part of the peninsula. While the 
Croats dwelling in Dalmatia and in the region between the rivers Sava and 
Drava began to enter into closer relations with the West, adopted Catholicism, 
and in the eleventh century lost their independence and came under the power 
of the Hungarian (Magyar) Kingdom, the Serbs remained faithful to Byzan- 
tium and the eastern church. For a long time, that is, up to the second half of 
the twelfth century, in contrast to the Bulgars the Serbs failed to form one 
unified state. They lived in independent districts or Zupy, at the head of which 
were Zupans. A tendency towards unification did not appear among the Serbs 
until the twelfth century, and coincided chronologically with the Bulgarian 
movement towards the foundation of the second Bulgarian Kingdom. Just as 
the Asen family led the movement in Bulgaria, so the family of the Nemanyjas 
played a similar role in Serbia. 

The founder of the Serbian monarchy in the second half of the twelfth cen- 
tury was Stephen Nemanja, proclaimed “Great Zupan,” the first to unify the 
Serbians by the power of his family. Thanks to successful wars with Byzan- 
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(see endpaper map), these maps show the gradual limitation of territory 
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tium and the Bulgars, he considerably increased the Serbian territory; then, 
having carried out his political task, he abdicated and ended his days as a monk 
in a monastery on Mount Athos. During the Third Crusade Stephen Nemanja 
entered into negotiations with the German king, Frederick Barbarossa, who 
at that time was on his way across the Balkan peninsula, and offered him an 
alliance against the Byzantine emperor, if Frederick would allow Serbia to 
annex Dalmatia and keep the regions taken from Byzantium. These negotia- 
tions came to nothing. 

After a civil war between the sons of Stephen Nemanja, his son Stephen 
became ruler of the state and was crowned in 1217 by a papal legate. After the 
coronation he became King of Serbia and is known as the “first-crowned” 
King (Kral), “of all Serbia.” During his reign, the Serbian church received 
from the hands of the papal representative an independent head in the person 
of a Serbian archbishop. But the dependence of Serbia on the Roman church 
was short, and the new Kingdom remained faithful to the Eastern Orthodox 
church. 

The Latin Empire, in endeavoring to increase its influence in the Balkan 
peninsula, met with a great obstacle in the two Slavonic states, Bulgaria and 
Serbia. But after the fall of the Latin Empire in 1261 circumstances changed; 
the Latin Empire was replaced by the weak restored Byzantine Empire, and 
at about the same time Bulgaria, also weakened by internal troubles and re- 
duced in territory, had little of its former strength. After 1261 Serbia became 
the most important state in the Balkan peninsula. But the Serbian kings com- 
mitted a strategic error in failing to annex the western Serbian (Croatian) 
land; without having achieved national unification, they turned their atten- 
tion to Constantinople. 

During the civil war between the two Andronicoi, the Serbian “Kral” 
(King) supported the grandfather. The victory of the Serbs in 1330 over the 
Bulgars, who were allies of Andronicus III, near Velbuzd (now Kostendil), 
in Upper Macedonia, had great significance for the future of Serbia. The 
young prince, Stephen Dushan (DuSan), destined to be the famous king of 
Serbia, is believed, despite some discrepancy of sources,** to have had a de- 
cisive share in the victory. In his flight the Bulgarian king was unhorsed and 
slain. The results of the battle at Velbuzd were of great importance to the 
young Serbian Kingdom. The Greco-Bulgarian alliance was dissolved, and 
any possibility that Bulgaria might restrain the further rise of Serbia was de- 
stroyed forever. Thereafter the Kingdom of Serbia played the leading role in 
the Balkan peninsula. 

But Serbia reached the climax of her power under Stephen Dushan, 1331-55. 


°4See Florinsky, The Southern Slavs and Byzantium, Il, 55. Jiretek, Geschichte der 
Serben, I, 362. 
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Ten years before he mounted the throne, Stephen and his father had been 
crowned together with the benediction of the archbishop. Sources call him, 
therefore, “Stephen, the young Kral (King),” “rex juvenis,” in opposition to 
“the old Kral,” “rex veteranus.” T. Florinsky commented, “this simultaneous 
coronation of father and son was a new and remarkable phenomenon in the 
history of Serbia. It showed clearly the influence of Byzantium, where it was 
an old custom of the emperors to appoint their co-rulers and have them 
crowned with the imperial title.””* 

During the first ten years of his rule, while Andronicus III reigned in Byzan- 
tium, Stephen Dushan took advantage of the fact that the Emperor and John 
Cantacuzene were occupied in the east by the Ottoman danger, to open his 
aggressive policy, on one hand, by the annexation of northern Macedonia, and 
on the other, by the occupation of the major part of Albania, where Andro- 
nicus’ troops had recently fought with success. Before the death of the Em- 
peror in 1341, Stephen Dushan, though he had not fully developed his plans 
against Byzantium, nevertheless had already shown how strong an enemy 
he was to prove to the Empire. 

Advance of the Albanians to the south-——In the first half of the fourteenth 
century, the Albanians for the first time began to play a considerable part in 
the history of the Balkan peninsula. Both Andronicus III and Stephen Dushan 
fought with them. 

Albania had never, from the time of classical antiquity, been able to form 
a single unified nation, and the history of the Albanians had always been a 
part of the history of some foreign people. Internally they were divided into 
small principalities and autonomous mountain tribes, and their interests were 
exclusively local. “Albania abounds in ancient remains which as yet have been 
unexplored. The history of Albania cannot, therefore, be written in its proper 
and final form without reference to the precious relics the Albanian soil has 
jealously guarded for centuries. It is only when these archeological treasures 
come to light that a really scientific history of Albania can be written.”®° 

The ancestors of the Albanians were the ancient Illyrians, who dwelled 
along the eastern coast of the Adriatic Sea, from Epirus as far north as Panno- 
nia. The Greek geographer of the second century a.p., Ptolemy, mentioned an 
Albanian tribe with a city of Albanopolis. The name of these Albanians was 
in the eleventh century extended to the rest of the ancient Illyrians. This people 
was called in Greek, Albanoi, Arbanot, or Albanitat, Arbanitat; in Latin, Ar- 
banenses or Albanenses; from the Latin or Roman form comes the Slavonic 
Arbanasi, in modern Greek Arvanitis,in Turkish Arnaut. The Albanians also 
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45-46. See Jiretek, Geschichte der Serben, 1, ent, 8. 
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call themselves Arber or Arben. Later on there appeared a new name for the 
Albanians, Shkzpetars, the etymological origin of which has not been definitely 
fixed.”’ The Albanian language is now full of Roman elements, beginning 
with the ancient Latin language and ending with the Venetian dialect, so that 
some specialists call the Albanian tongue “a half-Romance mixed-language™ 
(halbromanishe Mischsprache).°* Of old the Albanians were a Christian 
people. In the earlier Byzantine time, Emperor Anastasius I, who came from 
the chief Illyrian coast city of Dyrrachium (Durazzo), may have been Al- 
banian. An Albanian origin for the family of Justinian the Great is also possi- 
ble. 

Great ethnographic changes occurred in the Albanian population in the 
epoch of the so-called barbarian invasions of the fourth and fifth centuries, and 
of the gradual occupation of the peninsula by the Slavs. Later, the Albanians 
(not yet called in the sources by this name) were subject first to Byzantium, 
then to the Great Bulgaria of Simeon. For the first time, Albanian, as a general 
name for the whole people, appeared in the Byzantine sources of the eleventh 
century, after the Normano-Byzantine conflicts in the Balkan peninsula.*” 
In the epoch of the Latin Empire and of the first Palaeologi the Albanians 
were successively controlled by the Despotat of Epirus, the second Bulgarian 
Empire, the Emperor of Nicaea John Ducas Vatatzes, and finally, by Charles 
of Anjou, who styled himself “by the grace of God the King of Sicily and Al- 
bania.” In the fourth decade of the fourteenth century, not long before An- 
dronicus’ death, the Serbian king Stephen Dushan conquered the major part 
of Albania. 

At this time a strong movement of the Albanians towards the south began, 
at first into Thessaly, but extending later, in the second half of the fourteenth 
and in the fifteenth century, all over middle Greece, the Peloponnesus, and 
many islands of the Aegean Sea. This powerful stream of Albanian coloniza- 
tion is felt even today. A German scholar of the first half of the nineteenth 
century, Fallmerayer, came out with the astounding theory that the Greeks 
had been completely exterminated by the Slavs and Albanians; “not a single 
drop of pure Hellenic blood flows in the veins of the Christian population of 
modern Greece.” He wrote in the second volume of his History of the Penin- 
sula of Morea in the Middle Ages, that, beginning with the second quarter of 
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the fourteenth century, the Greek-Slavs who inhabited Greece were displaced 
and crushed by Albanian settlers, so that, in his opinion, the Greek revolution 
of the nineteenth century which freed Greece from the Turkish yoke, was in 
reality the work of Albanian hands. Fallmerayer journeyed through Greece 
and found in Attica, Boeotia, and the major part of the Peloponnesus a very 
great number of Albanian settlers, who sometimes did not even understand 
Greek. If one calls this country a new Albania, wrote the same author, one 
gives it its real name. Those provinces of the Greek Kingdom are no more 
closely related to Hellenism than the Scottish Highlands are to the Afghan 
regions of Kandahar and Kabul.’°° 

Although Fallmerayer’s theory as a whole is rejected, it is true that even 
today many islands of the Archipelago and almost all Attica as far as Athens 
are Albanian. According to the approximate statistics made by scholars, the 
Albanians in the Peloponnesus number now more than twelve per cent of the 
whole population (about 92,500 souls).*°* In 1854 J. G. Hahn, the author of a 
German work Albanian Studies, estimated that “of a total of one million in- 
habitants of Greece, about 173,000 were Albanians,” and a modern writer re- 
marked: “No changes have occurred in the meantime to alter their posi- 
tion.”?°? 

Thus, the time of Andronicus III was marked by the beginning of Albanian 
colonization to the south in Greece as far as the Peloponnesus, and of an im- 
portant ethnographical alteration among the population of the Greek penin- 
sula. 

Venice and Genoa.—Michael VIII’s government gave undoubted prefer- 
ence to Genoa in the rivalry between the two western commercial republics, 
Venice and Genoa. In connection with political conditions, he then restored 
friendly relations with Venice, making skillful use of the antagonism between 
the two republics. Andronicus II continued his father’s policy of privilege’ 
for Genoa, so that causes for conflict between Genoa and Venice continued to 
exist. 

Towards the end of the thirteenth century all Christian possessions in 
Syria were lost. In 1291 the Muhammedans took away from the Christians 
their last important coast city, Acre (Acca, ancient Ptolemais) ; all the rest 
of the coast cities surrendered to the Muhammedans almost without struggle. 
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All Syria and Palestine passed into the possession of the Muhammedans. 

This event was a terrible blow to Venice, for by it she lost the whole south- 
east Mediterranean, where her trade for a long time had been predominant. 
On the other hand, the Genoese, with a solid footing on the Bosphorus, ex- 
tended their influence in the Black Sea, where apparently they hoped for a 
trade monopoly. This was of particular importance in the Crimea, where 
both Venetians and Genoese colonies had already been established. Realizing 
the threatening danger to her commercial power Venice declared war on 
Genoa. Many of the hostilities took place on the territory or in the waters of 
the Byzantine Empire. The Venetian fleet breaking through the Hellespont 
and the Marmora sea pillaged and burnt the shores of the Bosphorus and the 
suburb of Galata, where the Genoese dwelt. The Genoese colony found safety 
behind the walls of Constantinople, whose Emperor actively supported the 
Genoese. The Venetians who lived in the capital were murdered. The Genoese 
obtained from Andronicus II an authorization to surround Galata with a wall 
and moat. Soon after, their quarters were embellished with many public and 
private buildings. At the head of the colony stood a podesta appointed from 
Genoa, who governed on the basis of certain regulations and had charge of the 
interests of all the Genoese who lived on the territory of the Empire. Thus, 
said T. Florinsky, “along with the orthodox Tsargrad there arose a small, but 
well fortified, Latin city with a Genoese podesta, republican organization, 
and Latin churches and monasteries. Genoa, besides its commercial signif- 
cance, acquired great political importance in the Empire.”*°* Towards the 
time of the ascension of Andronicus III Galata became a sort of state within 
the state, and by the end of his reign this situation was very strongly felt. No 
real peace between Genoa and Venice was possible. 

Besides these two most powerful commercial republics there was consider- 
able trade activity at Constantinople, at the end of the thirteenth and in the 
fourteenth century on the part of some other western cities which had their 
colonies there—for example, of Italy, Pisa, Florence, and Ancona—of the 
Adriatic Sea the Slavonic Ragusa (Dubrovnik),'°* and several south-French 
cities, like Marseilles. 

The reigns of the two Andronicoi, grandfather and grandson, came to sad 
conclusions. In the east the Ottoman Turks had become the masters of the 
situation in Asia Minor; in the Balkan peninsula Stephen Dushan had al- 
ready obtained some real successes, which indicated his still broader plans for 
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the future. The Catalan companies had terribly devastated many regions of 
the Empire in their march to the west. Finally, Genoese Galata, economically 
strong and politically almost independent, had established and fortified itself 
side by side with Constantinople. 


John V (1341-1391), John VI Cantacuzene (1341-1354) and the apogee of 
Serbian power under Stephen Dushan 


Under Andronicus III, John V’s predecessor, Stephen Dushan had already 
taken possession of northern Macedonia and the major part of Albania. With 
the ascension to the throne of the boy John V, when a devastating civil war 
began to tear the Empire, Dushan’s aggressive plans widened and took definite 
form against Constantinople itself. A Byzantine historian of the fourteenth 
century, Nicephorus Gregoras, put into the mouth of John Cantacuzene these 
words: “The great Serb (Stephen Dushan)*** like an overflowing river which 
has passed far beyond its banks, has already submerged one part of the Empire 
of Romania with its waves, and is threatening to submerge another.”!”® 
Stephen Dushan came to an agreement, now with Cantacuzene, now with 
John V, as it seemed advantageous to him. Taking advantage of the desperate 
situation of the Empire, whose forces were occupied by internal troubles, 
Stephen conquered all of Macedonia except Thessalonica without difficulty 
and after a siege took Seres, an important fortified place in eastern Macedonia, 
lying on the way from Thessalonica to Constantinople. The surrender of Seres 
was of great importance; Dushan gained a fortified and purely Greek city, 
only slightly inferior to Thessalonica, which might serve as a key to Con- 
stantinople. From this time on, broader plans against the Empire developed 
in the mind of the Serbian leader. 

Contemporary Byzantine sources connect with the capture of Seres Dushan’s 
assumption of the title of tsar and the open display of his claims to the Eastern 
Empire. John Cantacuzene, for example, wrote, “The Kral [King] ap- 
proached Seres and took possession of it. . . . After that, becoming excessively 
conceited and seeing himself master of the major part of the Empire, he pro- 
claimed himself Tsar of the Romans and Serbs,’*’ and upon his son he con- 
ferred the title of Kral.’”?°* In his letter to the Doge of Venice from Seres, 
Dushan, among other titles, glorifies himself as “the master of almost all the 
Empire of Romania” [et fere totius imperii Romaniae dominus].*°° His Greek 


105 Nicephorus Gregoras called him “the in his memoirs called the Serbs by the name 
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decrees Dushan signed in red ink “Stephen in Christ God the faithful Kral 
and autocrat of Serbia and Romania.”?”® 

Dushan’s broad plans concerning Constantinople differed from the plans 
of the Bulgarian kings of the ninth and thirteenth centuries, Simeon and the 
Asens. The chief aim of Simeon had been the liberation of the Slavonic lands 
from the power of Byzantium and the formation of one great Slavonic Em- 
pire; “his very attempt,” wrote T. Florinsky, “to take possession of Constant- 
nople was due to the same tendency to destroy the power of the Greeks and 
replace it by that of the Slavs. . . .”*?* “He wished to possess Tsargrad and 
to exert power over the Greeks, not as emperor of the Romans, but as tsar of 
Bulgaria.”*** Similar aims were pursued by the Asens, who aspired to the 
liberation and complete independence of the Bulgarian people and wished 
to found a Bulgarian Empire which should include Constantinople. 

In assuming the title of emperor (basileus) and autocrat Stephen Dushan 
was guided by different aims. The question was not only the liberation of the 
Serbian people from the influence of the eastern emperor. There is no doubt 
that Dushan set himself the goal of creating a new empire instead of Byzan- 
tium, not Serbian, but Serbian-Greek, and that “the Serbian people, the Ser- 
bian kingdom, and all the Slavonic lands annexed to it were to become only 
a part of the Empire of the Romans, whose head he proclaimed himself.”*?* 
Proposing himself as an aspirant to the throne of Constantine the Great, 
Justinian, and other Byzantine emperors, Dushan wished, first of all, to be- 
come emperor of the Romans, and then of the Serbs, that is, to establish in 
his person a Serbian dynasty on the Byzantine throne. 

It was important for Dushan to draw to his side the Greek clergy of the 
conquered regions; he realized that, in the eyes of the people, his proclama- 
tion as tsar of the Serbs and Greeks would be legal only if sanctioned by the 
higher authority of the Church. The archbishop of Serbia, dependent upon 
the patriarch of Constantinople, was not sufficient; even though the complete 
independence of the Serbian church had been proclaimed, the archbishop or 
patriarch of Serbia could crown the kral (king) only as tsar of Serbia. In 
order to sanctify the title of the “Tsar of the Serbs and Romans,” which might 
help him to the Byzantine throne, something more was needed. The patriarch 
of Constantinople, naturally, would not consent to such a coronation. Dushan 
began to plan to sanctify his new title by the approbation of the highest Greek 
clergy of the conquered regions as well as by the monks of the Greek mon- 
asteries of the famous Mount Athos. 
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For this purpose he confirmed and widened the privileges and increased 
the endowments of the Greek monasteries in conquered Macedonia, where 
many estates (weroxta) which belonged to Athos also came under his power. 
The peninsula of Chalcidice itself with the Athonian monasteries came into 
Dushan’s hands, and the monks could not fail to understand that the protec- 
tion of the monasteries had passed from the Byzantine emperor to a new 
master, upon whom their further welfare would depend. The charters (chry- 
sobulls) written in Greek granted by Dushan to the Greek monasteries of 
Athos testify not only to his confirmation of their former privileges, exemp- 
tions, and possessions, but to the granting of new ones. Besides the charters 
given to separate monasteries there is a general charter granted to all the 
Athonian monasteries; in this charter he said: “Our Majesty, having received 
(into our power) all the monasteries situated on the Holy Mountain of Athos, 
which from all their hearts have had recourse to us and have become subject 
to us, has granted and accorded to them by this general edict (chrysobull) 
a great benefaction in order that the monks dwelling therein may fulfil peace- 
fully and without disturbance their pious work.”?** 

Easter 1346 brought a momentous day in the history of Serbia. At Scopia 
(Skoplje, Uskub, in northern Macedonia), Dushan’s capital, there assembled 
the noble princes of the whole kingdom of Serbia, all the higher Serbian clergy 
with the archbishop of Serbia at their head, the Bulgarian and Greek clergy 
of the conquered regions, and, finally, the protos, the head of the council of 
igumens (abbots), which administered Athos, and the igumens and hermits 
of the Holy Mountain of Athos. This large and solemn council was “to ratify 
and sanctify the political revolution achieved by Dushan: the foundation of 
a new Empire.”*** 

First of all, the Council established a Serbian patriarchate entirely inde- 
pendent from the Constantinopolitan patriarchate. Dushan needed an in- 
dependent Serbian patriarch for his coronation as emperor. As the choice of 
that patriarch took place without the participation of the ecumenical patri- 
archs of the East, the Greek bishops and the hermits of Mount Athos had to 
substitute for the patriarch of Constantinople. The Serbian patriarch was 
elected, and the patriarch of Constantinople, who refused to recognize the 
acts of this council as regular, excommunicated the Church of Serbia. 

After the election of the patriarch the solemn coronation of Dushan with 
the imperial crown was performed. This event had probably been preceded 
by the ceremony of the proclamation of Dushan as tsar at Seres, soon after 
this city was taken. In connection with those events Dushan introduced at 
his court pompous court dignities and adopted Byzantine customs and man- 
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ners. The new basileus turned to the representatives of the Greek nobility; the 
Greek language seems to have become officially equal to the Serbian tongue, 
for many of Dushan’s charters were written in Greek. “The privileged classes 
in Serbia, large landowners and clergy, who had exerted enormous influence 
and power and limited the freedom of action of the Serbian kings, were now 
forced to yield to the higher authority of the Tsar, as an absolute monarch.”?:” 
In accordance with Byzantine custom, Dushan’s wife was also crowned, and 
their ten year old son was proclaimed “Kral of all Serbian lands.” After the 
coronation, by means of many charters (chrysobulls) Dushan expressed his 
gratitude and favor to the Greek monasteries and churches, and with his wife 
visited Athos, where he stayed about four months, praying in all the monaster- 
ies, generously endowing them, and receiving everywhere “the benediction 
of the saintly and holy fathers, who led angelic lives.””?** 

After the coronation Stephen’s sole dream was to reach Constantinople; 
after his victories and coronation he could see no impediment to the attain- 
ment of this goal. Although in the last period of his reign his campaigns 
against Byzantium were not so frequent as before, and his attention was dis- 
tracted now by hostilities in the west and north, now by internal affairs, 
nevertheless, as Florinsky said, “to all this Dushan’s attention only turns aside, 
no more: his eyes and thoughts are as before concentrated upon the same 
alluring extreme southeast corner of the peninsula. The desire of taking pos- 
session of this southeast corner, or, properly speaking, of the world city situ- 
ated there, now holds still more firmly all the Tsar’s thoughts, becomes the 
leading motive of his activity, and characterizes the whole time of his 
reign.”??* 

Powerfully affected as he was by the dream of an easy conquest of Con- 
stantinople, Dushan did not immediately grasp the fact that some serious 
obstacles to the realization of his plan already existed. First, there was the 
growing power of the Turks, who were also aiming at the Byzantine capital 
and whom the badly organized Serbian troops could not overcome; besides, 
in order to take Constantinople it was necessary to have a fleet, which Dushan 
had not. To increase his maritime force he planned to enter into alliance with 
Venice, but this step was from the beginning doomed to failure. The Republic 
of St. Mark, unreconciled to the return of Constantinople to the Palaeologi. 
would never have consented to support Dushan in his conquest of the city 
for himself; if Venice conquered Constantinople, it would be for her own 
sake. The attempt of Dushan to form an alliance with the Turks also mis- 
carried, due to the policy of John Cantacuzene; in any event the interests of 
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Dushan and the Turks must undoubtedly have collided. Nor could inter- 
ference in the internal strife of the Empire materially help Dushan’s plans. In 
the last years of his reign a body of Serbian troops fighting on the side of John 
V Palaeologus was slain by the Turks. Dushan was doomed to disappoint- 
ment; it became obvious that the way to Constantinople was closed to him. 

The statement in the later chronicles of Ragusa (Dubrovnik) that Dushan 
undertook a vast expedition against Constantinople in the very year of his 
death, which alone prevented its being carried into effect, is not confirmed by 
any contemporary information, and the best scholars do not consider it 
true."’” In 1355 the Great Master of Serbia died without realizing his ambi- 
tion. Thus, Dushan failed to create a Greco-Serbian Empire to replace the 
Byzantine Empire; he managed to form only the Empire of Serbia, which 
included many Greek lands,’*° but which after his death fell, as John Canta- 
cuzene said, “into a thousand pieces.”??* 

The existence of Dushan’s monarchy was of such short duration, that, as 
Florinsky says, “in it, properly speaking, only two moments may be observed: 
the moment of formation during the whole time of Dushan’s reign, and that 
of disintegration, starting immediately after the death of its founder.”??? “Ten 
years after,” another Russian scholar wrote, “the grandeur of the Serbian 
Empire seemed to belong to a remote past.”??* Thus, the most grandiose at- 
tempt of the Slavs, their third and last, to create in the Balkan peninsula a 
great Empire, with Constantinople at its head, ended in failure. The Balkan 
peninsula was open and almost defenseless to the aggressive plans of the 
warlike Ottoman Turks. 


The policies of Byzantium in the second half of the fourteenth century 


The Turks—Toward the end of the reign of Andronicus the Younger the 
Turks were almost in complete control of Asia Minor. The eastern portion 
of the Mediterranean and the Archipelago were continuously threatened by 
the vessels of Turkish pirates, both Ottomans and Seljuqs. The situation of 
the Christian population of the peninsula, coastlands, and islands became 
unbearable; trade died away. Turkish attacks on the Athonian monasteries 
forced one of the monks, Athanasius, to leave Athos and emigrate to Greece, 
to Thessaly, where he founded the famous monasteries “in air,” “the weirdly 
fantastic Metéora, which crown the needle-like crags of the grim valley of 
Kalabaka.”'** The king of Cyprus and the Master of the military order of 
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the Hospitalers, or of St. John, who had held Rhodes since the beginning of 
the fourteenth century, besought the pope to rouse the western European 
states to take arms against the Turks. But the small relief expeditions which 
answered the papal appeals, though not altogether unsuccessful, could not 
accomplish much. The Turks were resolved to establish themselves firmly on 
the European coast; and this was facilitated by the civil war in the Empire, in 
which John Cantacuzene involved the Turks. 

The first establishment of the Ottoman Turks in Europe is usually con- 
nected with the name of John Cantacuzene, who often called upon their 
support in his struggle with John Palaeologus. Cantacuzene even married his 
daughter to Sultan Orkhan. On the invitation of Cantacuzene the Turks as 
his allies devastated Thrace several times. Nicephorus Gregoras remarked that 
Cantacuzene hated the Romans as he loved the barbarians.’** It is quite 
possible that the first settlements of the Turks in the peninsula of Gallipoli 
took place with the knowledge and consent of Cantacuzene. The same Byzan- 
tine historian wrote that while a Christian service was being celebrated in the 
imperial church, the Ottomans who had been admitted into the capital were 
dancing and singing near the palace, “crying out in incomprehensible sounds 
the songs and hymns of Muhammed, and thereby attracting the crowd to 
listen to them rather than to the divine Gospels.”’*° To satisfy the financial 
claims of the Turks Cantacuzene even handed over to them the money sent 
from Russia by the Great Prince of Moscow, Simeon the Proud, for the restora- 

ion of the Church of St. Sophia, at that time in a state of decay. 

Although some private settlements of the Turks in Europe, namely in 

hrace and the Thracian (Gallipoli) peninsula, had existed, in all likelihood, 

om the first years of the reign of Cantacuzene, they did not seem dangerous, 
for they were, of course, under Byzantine authority. But at the beginning of 
the fifties, a small stronghold near Callipolis (Gallipoli), Zympa, fell into the 
hands of the Turks. Cantacuzene’s attempt to bribe the Turks to evacuate 
Zympa failed. 

In 1354 almost the whole southern coast of Thrace was struck by a terrible 
earthquake, which destroyed many cities and fortresses. The Turks fortified 
Zympa, and seized several cities in the peninsula which were abandoned by 
the population after the earthquake, among them Callipolis. There they 
constructed walls, erected strong fortifications and an arsenal, and set a large 
garrison, so that Callipolis became an extremely important strategic center 
and a base of support for their further advance in the Balkan peninsula. The 
people of Constantinople immediately realized their danger, and the newss of 
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the capture of Callipolis by the Turks threw them into despair. A prominent 
writer of the epoch, Demetrius Cydones, testified that clamors and lamenta- 
tions resounded all over the whole city. 

“What speeches,” he wrote, “were more heard then in the city? Have we 
not perished? Are not all of us within the walls [of the city] caught as if in 
the net of the barbarians? Is he not happy who, before these dangers, has left 
the city?” “In order to escape slavery” all were hastening to Italy, Spain, and 
even farther “towards the sea beyond the Pillars,”’*’ that is to say, beyond the 
Pillars of Hercules (present day Straits of Gibraltar), perhaps to England. Of 
these events a Russian chronicler remarked, “In the year 6854 [ab. 1346] the 
Ismailites [i.e., the Turks] crossed on this side, into the Greek land. In the 
year 6865 [ab. 1357] they took Callipolis from the Greeks.”'® 

At that time the Venetian representative at Constantinople notified his 
government of the danger from the Turks, their possible capture of the 
remnants of the Empire, the general discontent in Byzantium with the Em- 
peror and government, and finally, the desire of the majority of the popula- 
tion to be under the power of the Latins, particularly of Venice. In another 
report the same official wrote that the Greeks of Constantinople, wishing to 
be protected against the Turks, desired first of all, the domination of Venice, 
or, if that was impossible, that of “the King of Hungary or Serbia.”??* To 
what extent the point of view of the Venetian representative reflected the 
real spirit in Constantinople is difficult to say. 

Historians usually call John Cantacuzene the sole cause of the first estab- 
lishment of the Turks in the Balkan peninsula; he called on them for aid 
during his personal struggle for power with John Palaeologus. The impres- 
sion was that the whole responsibility for the subsequent barbaric behavior 
of the Turks in Europe was Cantacuzene’s. But, of course, it is not he alone 
who is responsible for this event, fatal to both Byzantium and Europe. The 
chief cause lies in the general conditions in Byzantium and the Balkan pen- 
insula, where no serious obstacles could be opposed to the unrestrainable 
onslaught of the Turks to the west. If Cantacuzene had not called them to 
Europe, they would have come there in any case. As T. Florinsky said, “By 
their continuous incursions the Turks had paved the way for the conquest 
of Thrace; the miserable internal conditions of the Greco-Slavonic world had 
greatly contributed to the success and impunity of their invasions; finally, the 
political leaders of various states and peoples . . . had not the least idea of the 
threatening danger from the advancing Muhammedan power; on the con- 
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trary, all of them sought to compromise with it for their own narrow, egoistic 
goals; Cantacuzene was no peculiar exception.” Like Cantacuzene, the Vene- 
tians and Genoese, “these privileged defenders of Christianity against Islam,” 
were at that time occupied with the idea of an alliance with the Turks. The 
great “Tsar of the Serbs and Greeks,” Dushan, was also seeking for the same 
alliance. “No one, of course, will absolutely justify Cantacuzene; he cannot 
be entirely cleared of blame for the unfortunate events which led to the estab- 
lishment of the Turks in Europe; but we must not forget that he was not 
the only one. Stephen Dushan would perhaps have brought the Turks into the 
peninsula, as Cantacuzene had done, if the latter had not anticipated him and 
prevented him from coming to an agreement with Orkhan.”!*° 

Having established themselves at Callipolis the Turks, taking advantage 
of the unceasing internal troubles in Byzantium and the Slavonic states, Bul- 
garia and Serbia, began to extend their conquests in the Balkan peninsula. 
Orkhan’s successor, Sultan Murad I, captured many fortified places very near 
Constantinople, took possession of such important centers as Hadrianople and 
Philippopolis, and advancing to the west, began to menace Thessalonica. The 
capital of the Turkish state was transferred to Hadrianople. Constantinople 
was being gradually surrounded by Turkish possessions. The Emperor con- 
tinued to pay tribute to the sultan. 

These conquests brought Murad face to face with Serbia and Bulgaria, 
which had already lost their former strength due to their internal troubles. 
Murad marched upon Serbia. The Serbian prince Lazar set out to meet him. 
In the summer of 1389 the decisive battle took place in the central part of 
Serbia on the field of Kossovo. At the outset the victory seemed to be on the 
side of the Serbs. The story goes that a noble Serb, Milosh (Milo$) Obilic or 
Kobilic, contrived to force a passage into the Turkish camp, presented himself 
as a deserter to the Turks, and entering Murad’s tent killed him with a stab 
from a poisoned dagger. The confusion among the Turks was rapidly quelled 
by Bayazid, the son of the slain Murad. He surrounded the Serbian army and 
inflicted a crushing defeat upon it. Lazar was taken prisoner and slain. The 
year of the battle of Kossovo may be considered the year of the fall of Serbia. 
The miserable remnants of the Serbian Empire which continued to exist for 
seventy years more, do not deserve the name of a state. In 1389 Serbia became 
subject to Turkey.'*? Four years later, in 1393 (1.¢., after the death of John V), 
the capital of Bulgaria, Trnovo, was also captured by the Turks, and a short 
time later the whole territory of Bulgaria came under the power of the Turkish 
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The old and ill John V had to suffer a new humiliation which accelerated his 
death. To protect the capital against danger from the Turks John set about 
restoring the city walls and erecting fortifications. On learning of this the 
sultan commanded him to destroy what had been built and, in case of refusal, 
threatened to blind the Emperor’s son and heir, Manuel, who was at that time 
at Bayazid’s court. John was compelled to yield, and fulfill the sultan’s de- 
mand. Constantinople entered upon the most critical epoch of its existence. 

Genoa, the Black Death of 1348, and the Venetian-Genoese War.— 
Toward the end of the reign of Andronicus III, the Genoese colony of Galata 
had obtained a powerful economic and political position and was a sort of 
state within the state. Taking advantage of the absence of the Byzantine fleet, 
the Genoese sent their vessels to all the ports of the Archipelago and seized 
the whole import trade in the Black Sea and in the Straits. A contemporary 
source, Nicephorus Gregoras, stated that the income from custom duties of 
Galata amounted annually to 200,000 gold coins, while Byzantium received 
barely 30,000.'** Realizing the danger to Byzantium from Galata, Cantacu- 
zene, notwithstanding the internal strife that was wasting the country, started, 
as far as the disordered finances of the Empire permitted, to build vessels for 
military and commercial use. The alarmed population of Galata determined 
to resist Cantacuzene’s plans by force; they occupied the heights commanding 
Galata and there erected walls, a tower, and various earthen fortifications, and 
took the initiative against Cantacuzene. The first attack of the Genoese upon 
Constantinople itself was a failure. The vessels built by Cantacuzene entered 
the Golden Horn to fight the Genoese, who at sight of the strength of the new 
Byzantine fleet were on the point of making peace. But the inexperience of the 
Greek commanders and the outbreak of a storm led to the crushing of the 
Greek fleet. The Genoese at Galata decorated their vessels and sailed trium- 
phantly by the imperial palace, mocking the imperial flag which had been 
taken from the defeated Greek ships. According to the conditions of peace, 
the debatable heights over Galata remained in the hands of the Genoese, and 
Galata became increasingly dangerous to Constantinople. 

This increase in Genoese influence, already great, could not fail to affect 
the position of Venice, Genoa’s chief commercial foe in the East. The interests 
of both republics clashed acutely in the Black Sea and in the Maeotis (the Sea 
of Azov), where the Genoese had established themselves at Kaffa (Caffa, 
present-day Theodosia in the Crimea) and Tana, at the mouth of the River 
Don (near present-day Azov). The Bosphorus, the entrance into the Black 
Sea, was also in the hands of the Genoese, who, also possessing Galata, had 
organized on the shore of the Straits a sort of customs house which took com- 
mercial tolls from all vessels not Genoese, especially Venetian and Byzantine, 
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sailing into the Black Sea. Genoa’s goal was the establishment of a trade mono- 
poly in the Bosphorus. The interests of Venice and Genoa also came into 
collision in the islands and on the coast of the Aegean Sea. 

An immediate clash between the two republics was temporarily averted by 
the plague of 1348 and the following years, which paralyzed their forces. This 
terrible plague, the so-called Black Death, which had been carried from the 
interior of Asia to the coast of the Maeotis (the Sea of Azov) and to the 
Crimea, spread from the pestiferous Genoese trade-galleys sailing from Tana 
and Kaffa all over Constantinople, where it carried off, according to the proba- 
bly exaggerated statements of the western chronicles, two-thirds or eight- 
ninths of the population.*** Thence the plague passed to the islands of the 
Aegean Sea and the coast of the Mediterranean. Byzantine historians have 
left a detailed description of the disease showing the complete impotence of 
the physicians in their struggle against it.’** In his description of this epi- 
demic John Cantacuzene imitated the famous description of the Athenian 
plague in the second book of Thucydides. From Byzantium, as western chroni- 
clers narrated, the Genoese galleys spread the disease through the coast cities 
of Italy, France, and Spain. “There is something incredible,” remarked M. 
Kovalevsky, “in this uninterrupted wandering of the pestiferous galleys 
through the Mediterranean ports.”*** From these the plague spread to the 
north and west, and affected Italy, Spain, France, England, Germany, and 
Norway.*** At this time, in Italy, Boccaccio was writing his famous Decam- 
eron which begins “with a description of the Black Death classical in its 
picturesqueness and measured solemnity,”**’ when many brave men, fair 
ladies, and gallant youths “in the soundest of health, broke fast with their kins- 
folk, comrades, and friends in the morning, and when evening came, supped 
with their forefathers in the other world.”*** Scholars compare the description 
of Boccaccio with that of Thucydides, and some of them hold the humanist 
in higher estimation even than the classic writer.**? 

From Germany through the Baltic Sea and Poland the plague penetrated 
into Pskov, Novgorod, and Moscow, in Russia, where the great prince, Simeon 
the Proud, fell its victim in 1353, and then it spread all over Russia. In some 
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cities, according to the statement of a Russian chronicle, no single man was 
left alive.**° 

Venice was actively preparing for war. After the horrors of the plague were 
somewhat forgotten, the Republic of St. Mark made an alliance with the King 
of Aragon. The latter was discontented with Genoa and consented, by his at- 
tacks upon the shores and islands of Italy, to distract the Genoese and thereby 
to facilitate the advance of Venice in the east. After some hesitation John 
Cantacuzene joined the Aragon-Venetian alliance against Genoa; he accused 
the “ungrateful nation of the Genoese” of forgetting “the fear of the Lord,” 
devastating the seas “‘as if they were seized with a mania for pillaging,” and 
of endeavoring permanently “to disturb the seas and navigators by their 
piratical attacks.””**? 

The chief battle, in which about 150 Greek, Venetian, Aragonese, and Geno- 
ese vessels took part, was fought in the beginning of the sixth decade, in the 
Bosphorus. It had no decisive result; each side claimed victory. The friendly 
relations between the Genoese and Ottoman-Turks forced John Cantacuzene 
to give up his alliance with Venice and become reconciled with the Genoese, to 
whom he gave his promise not to support Venice henceforth. He also con- 
sented to give more territory to the Genoese colony of Galata. But after some 
clashes Venice and Genoa, exhausted by the war, made peace. Since it failed to 
solve the chief problem in the conflict, the peace lasted only a short time; again 
a war broke out, the war of Tenedos. Tenedos, one of the few islands of the 
Archipelago still in the hands of the Byzantine emperors, possessed, owing 
to its position at the entrance into the Dardanelles, the greatest significance for 
the states which had commercial relations with Constantinople and the coun- 
tries around the Black Sea. Since both shores of the straits were in the hands 
of the Ottoman Turks, Tenedos was an excellent observation point of their 
actions. Venice, which had already for a long time dreamed of occupying this 
island, after long negotiations with the Emperor at last got his consent. But 
the Genoese could not acquiesce in the cession of Tenedos to Venice; in order 
to prevent its accomplishment, they succeeded in raising a revolution at Con- 
stantinople which deposed John V and set his eldest son, Andronicus, upon 
the throne for three years. The war which had broken out between the two re- 
publics exhausted both of them and ruined all the states which had commer- 
cial concerns in the East. At last, in 1381, the war ended with the peace made at 
Turin, the capital of the Duchy of Savoy. 

A detailed and voluminous text of the conference of Turin exists.**? With 
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the personal participation of the count of Savoy, the conference discussed 
various general problems of international life, which was already very comphi- 
cated at that time, and worked out the conditions of peace; of the latter, only 
those are interesting here which put an end to the dispute between Venice and 
Genoa and which referred to Byzantium. Venice was to evacuate the island of 
Tenedos, the fortifications of which were leveled to the ground; the island 
itself was on a set date to pass into the hands of the Count of Savoy (2 mani- 
bus prefati dominit Sabaudie comitis), who was related to the Palaeologi (on 
the side of Anne of Savoy, wife of Andronicus III). Thus neither Venice nor 
Genoa gained this important strategic point, to whose possession they had 
so eagerly aspired. 

A Spanish traveler, Pero Tafur, who visited Constantinople in 1437 gave a 
very interesting description of Tenedos: 


We came to the island of Tenedos, where we anchored and disembarked. While 
the ship was being refitted we set out to see the island, which is some eight or ten 
miles about. There are many conies, and it is covered with vineyards, but they are 
all spoilt. The harbour of Tenedos looks so new that it might have been built to- 
day by a masterhand. The mole is made of great stones and columns, and here 
the ships have their moorings and excellent anchorage. There are other places 
where ships can anchor, but this is the best, since it is opposite the entrance to the 
Straits of Romania [Dardanelles]. Above the harbour is a great hill surmounted 
by a very strong castle. This castle was the cause of much fighting between the 
Venetians and Genoese until the Pope sentenced it to be destroyed, that it might 
belong to neither. But, without doubt, this was very ill-advised, since the harbour 
is one of the best in the world. No ship can enter the straits without first anchoring 
there to find the entrance, which is very narrow, and the Turks, knowing how 
many ships touch there, arm themselves and lie in wait and kill many Chris- 
tians,!48 


As for the acute question of the trade-monopoly of the Genoese in the Black 
Sea and Maeotis, especially in the colony of Tana, Genoa, according to the 
conditions of the peace of Turin, was obliged to give up her intention of clos- 
ing the Venetian markets of the Black Sea and of shutting off access to Tana. 
The commercial nations resumed their intercourse with Tana, which, situated 
at the mouth of the river Don, was one of the very important centers of trade 
with eastern peoples. Peaceful relations between Genoa and the elderly John 
V, who had regained the throne, were restored. Byzantium had again to steer 
a way between the two republics, whose commercial interests in the East, de- 
spite the terms of peace, continued to collide. However, the peace of Turin. 
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which ended a great war caused by the economic rivalry of Venice and Genoa, 
was of great importance because it allowed the nations which maintained in- 
tercourse with Romania to resume their trade, which had been interrupted 
for many years. But their further destiny depended upon the Ottoman Turks, 
to whom, as was already obvious at the end of the fourteenth century, belonged 
the future of the Christian East. 


Manuel II (1391-1425) and the Turks 


In one of his essays, Manuel II wrote: “When I had passed my childhood 
and not yet reached the age of man, J was encompassed by a life full of tribu- 
lation and trouble; but according to many indications, it might have been fore- 
seen that our future would cause us to look at the past as a time of clear tran- 
quility.”*** Manuel’s presentiments did not deceive him. 

Byzantium, or rather, Constantinople, was in a desperate and humiliating 
position in the last years of the reign of John V. At the moment of John’s death, 
Manuel was at the court of Sultan Bayazid. When tidings of his father’s death 
reached him, he succeeded in fleeing from the sultan and arrived in Con- 
stantinople, where he was crowned emperor. According to Ducas, Bayazid, 
feared the popularity of Manuel and regretted not having murdered him dur- 
ing his stay at his court. Bayazid’s envoy sent to Constantinople to Manuel, 
as Ducas related, gave the new Emperor these words from the sultan: “If you 
wish to execute my orders, close the gates of the city and reign within it; but 
all that lies outside belongs to me.”***® Thereafter Constantinople was prac- 
tically in a state of siege. The only relief for the capital lay in the unsatisfactory 
condition of the Turkish fleet; for that reason the Turks, though possessing 
both sides of the Dardanelles, were unable for the time being to cut off Byzan- 
tium from intercourse with the outside world through this strait. Espe- 
cially terrible to the Christian East was the moment when Bayazid, by crafti- 
ness, gathered together in one place the representatives of the families of the 
Palaeologi with Manuel at their head, and the Slavonic princes; he seems to 
have intended to do away with them at once, “in order that,” to quote the 
Sultan’s words given in a writing of Manuel, “after the land had been cleared 
of thorns, by which he meant us [that is to say, the Christians], his sons might 
dance in the Christian land without fearing to scratch their feet.”’** The repre- 
sentatives of the ruling families were spared, but the severe wrath of the sultan 
struck many nobles of their retinue. 

In 1392 Bayazid organized a maritime expedition in the Black Sea ostensibly 
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against Sinope. But the sultan put the Emperor Manuel at the head of the 
Turkish fleet. Therefore Venice thought that this expedition was directed 
not against Sinope, but against the Venetian colonies, south of the Dardanelles, 
in the Archipelago—not a Turkish expedition, but a disguised Greek expedi- 
tion, supported by Turkish troops. As a recent historian said, the Oriental 
problem of the end of the fourteenth century might have been solved by the 
formation of a Turko-Greek Empire.’*’ This interesting episode, evidence 
of which is in the archives of Venice, had no important results. Shortly after, 
the friendly relations between Byzantium and Bayazid came to an open 
break, and Manuel again turned to the West which for some time had been 
neglected. | 

Hard pressed, Manuel opened friendly negotiations with Venice. Bayazid 
tried to cut off Constantinople from its food supply. Such acute need was felt 
in the capital that, as a Byzantine chronicler said, the people pulled down their 
houses in order to get wood for baking bread.*** At the request of Byzantine 
envoys, Venice sent some corn to Constantinople.**° 

The crusade of Sigismund of Hungary and the Battle of Nicopolis.— Mean- 
while, the successes of the Turks in the Balkan peninsula again raised the ques- 
tion of immediate danger to western Europe. The subjugation of Bulgaria 
and the nearly complete conquest of Serbia had led the Turks to the borders 
of the Kingdom of Hungary. The king of Hungary, Sigismund, feeling com- 
plete impotence against the threatening Turkish danger with only his own 
forces, appealed to the European rulers for help. France answered the appeal 
with the greatest enthusiasm. In obedience to the voice of his people, the king 
of France sent a small body of troops, the duke of Burgundy at their head. 
Poland, England, Germany, and some smaller states also sent troops. Venice 
joined the campaign. Just before Sigismund’s crusade started, Manuel seems 
to have formed a league with the Genoese of the Aegean islands, namely Les- 
bos and Chios, and with the Knights of Rhodes, in other words, with the Chris- 
tian outposts in the Aegean Sea.’®° As for Manuel’s relation to Sigismund’s 
crusade, perhaps he pledged himself to share in the expenses of the campaign. 

The crusading enterprise ended in complete failure. In 1396, the crusaders 
were crushed by the Turks in the battle of Nicopolis (on the right shore of the 
lower Danube) and compelled to return to their homes. Sigismund, who had 
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barely escaped capture, sailed in a small vessel by way of the mouth of the 
Danube and the Black Sea to Constantinople, whence, by a roundabout way 
through the Archipelago and the Adriatic Sea, he returned to Hungary.'®! 
A participator in the battle of Nicopolis, the Bavarian soldier Schiltberger, who 
had been taken prisoner by the Turks, and spent some time at Gallipoli, de- 
scribed as an eyewitness Sigismund’s passage through the Dardanelles which 
the Turks could not prevent. According to his statement, the Turks put all 
their Christian captives in line along the shore of the straits and mockingly 
shouted to Sigismund to leave his vessel and free his people.'*? 

After the defeat of the western crusaders at Nicopolis, the victorious Bay- 
azid, planning to strike a final blow to Constantinople, decided to ruin the few 
regions that still belonged, though almost nominally, to the Empire, from 
which the besieged capital could get some help. He devastated Thessaly, which 
submitted to him, and, according to Turkish sources, even seized Athens for 
a short time;*** his best generals inflicted terrible destruction on Morea, where 
Manuel’s brother was ruling under the title of Despot. 

Meanwhile, popular dissatisfaction was growing in the capital; the tired 
and exhausted populace were murmuring, accusing Manuel of their misery, 
and beginning to turn their eyes to his nephew John, who had in 1390 deposed 
for some months Manuel’s old father, John V. 

The expedition of Marshal Boucicaut—Realizing that with his own forces 
he would not be able to overcome the Turks, Manuel decided to appeal for 
help to the most powerful rulers of western Europe and to the Russian great 
prince Vasili I Dmitrievich. The pope, Venice, France, England, and possibly 
Aragon replied favorably to Manuel’s appeal. His request seemed especially 
flattering to the king of France, because, declared a contemporary western 
chronicler, “it was the first time that the ancient emperors of the whole world 
had appealed for help to such a remote country.”*°* Manuel’s appeal to west- 
ern Europe gained him a certain, but an insufficient, amount of money, and 
the hope of getting from France aid in men. 

Manuel’s request for help from the Great Prince of Moscow, supported by 
a request to the same purpose from the patriarch of Constantinople, was favor- 
ably received in Moscow. There seems to have been no question at the court of 
Moscow of sending troops to Constantinople; it was only a question of grant- 
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ing “alms to those who are in such need and misery, besieged by the Turks.”!** 
Money was sent to Constantinople, where it was accepted with great gratitude. 
But money contributions could not help Manuel substantially. 

The king of France, Charles VI, fulfilled his promise and sent in support 
of Constantinople 1200 men-at-arms, at whose head he placed Marshal Bouci- 
caut. Boucicaut was one of the most interesting men of France at the end of 
the fourteenth and the beginning of the fifteenth century. A man of extraor- 
dinary valor and determination, he had spent all his life in long journeys 
and dangerous adventures. As a young man, he had set out to the East, to 
Constantinople, traveled all over Palestine, reached Sinai, and for several 
months had been captive in Egypt. On his return to France, hearing of the 
appeal of the king of Hungary, Sigismund, Boucicaut had hastened to him, 
fought with astounding valor in the fatal battle of Nicopolis, and had fallen 
prisoner to Bayazid. Escaping death almost by a miracle, and ransomed, 
Boucicaut returned to France in order, in the ensuing year, with all readiness 
and energy, to take the head of the body of troops sent by Charles VI to the 
East. 

Members of the most eminent families of the French chivalry were included 
among the men-at-arms of Boucicaut. He set out by sea. Notified of the ap- 
proach of his vessels to the Dardanelles, Bayazid attempted to prevent the 
Marshal from passing through the straits. But Boucicaut, after many dangers 
and with much effort, succeeded in breaking through the Dardanelles, and 
arriving in Constantinople, where his fleet was received with the greatest joy. 
Boucicaut and Manuel made many devastating raids along the Asiatic coast of 
the Marmora Sea and the Bosphorus, and even penetrated into the Black Sea. 
But these successes did not change the situation; they could not free Constanti- 
nople from her approaching fall. Seeing the critical position of Manuel and 
his capital, as regards both finances and provisions, Boucicaut determined to 
return to France, but only after he had persuaded the Emperor to go with 
him to the West in order to make a stronger impression there and induce the 
western European rulers to take more decisive steps. Such modest expeditions 
as that of Boucicaut evidently could not help the desperate situation of Byzan- 
tium. 

The journey of Manuel Il in Western Europe—When Manuel’s journey 
to the West was decided, his nephew John consented to take the reins of gov- 
ernment during the Emperor’s absence. Late in the year 1399, accompanied 
by a retinue of clerical and lay representatives, Manuel and Boucicaut left the 
capital for Venice.’*® 
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The Republic of St. Mark was in a difficult position when asked to lend 
Byzantium a helping hand. Her important commercial interests in the East 
caused Venice to regard the Turks, especially after their brilliant victory at 
Nicopolis, not only from the point of view of a Christian state, but also from 
that of a trading state. Venice had even made some treaties with Bayazid. Then 
commercial rivalry with Genoa in the East, and the attitude of Venice towards 
the other Italian states, also kept her forces from Manuel’s aid. They were 
needed at home. But Venice and the other Italian cities visited by Manuel re- 
ceived him with honor and showed him great compassion. Whether the 
Emperor saw the pope or not is doubtful. When Manuel was leaving Italy, 
encouraged by the promises of Venice and the Duke of Milan and the papal 
bulls, and planning a visit to the greatest centers of western Europe, Paris and 
London, he still believed in the importance and effectiveness of his long jour- 
ney. 

The Emperor arrived in France at a complex and interesting time, the epoch 
of the Hundred Years’ War between France and England. The armistice 
which existed at his arrival might be broken at any moment. In France there 
was going on a very real and active polemic struggle between the Pope of 
Avignon and the University of Paris, which had reduced the papal power in 
France and caused the recognition of the final authority of the king in ec- 
clesiastical affairs. Finally King Charles VI himself was subject to frequent 
fits of insanity. 

A solemn reception and a richly adorned residence in the palace of the 
Louvre were prepared in Paris for Manuel. A Frenchman who was an eyewit- 
ness of the Emperor’s entrance into Paris describes his appearance: he was of 
average stature and solid constitution, with a long and already very white 
beard, had features which inspired respect and, in the opinion of the French, 
was worthy of being Emperor.’*" 

His stay in Paris of more than four months afforded modest results: the 
king and Royal Council decided to support him by a body of men-at-arms, at 
whose head Marshal Boucicaut was to be placed. Satished with that promise, 
the Emperor went to London, where he was also received with great honor 
and given many promises, but he was soon disappointed. In one of his letters 
from London, Manuel wrote: “The King gives us help in warriors, marksmen, 
money, and vessels to carry the troops where we need.”*** But this promise 


G. Schlumberger, “Un Empereur de ‘Byzance 
4 Paris et A Londres,” Revue des Deux Mondes, 
XXX (December 15, 1915); reprinted in his 
Byzance et croisades, 87-147. M. Jugie, “Le 
Voyage de l’Empereur Manuel Paléologue en 
Occident,” Echos d’Orient, XV (1912), 322- 
32. H. C. Luke, “Visitors from the East to the 


Plantagenet and Lancastrian Kings,” Nine- 
teenth Century, CVIII (1930), 760-69. Brief 
note on Manuel’s visit. 

187 Chronique de Religieux de Saint-Denys, 
XXI, 1; ed. Bellaguet, 756. 

158 Tettres de Manuel Paléologue, ed. Le- 
grand, I, 52. 


634 The Fall of Byzantium 


was not fulfilled. After a stay of two months in London, Manuel, loaded with 
presents and overwhelmed with attention and honor, but without the prom- 
ised military support, returned to Paris. An English historian of the fifteenth 
century, Adam Usk, wrote: “I thought within myself, what a grievous thing 
it was that this great Christian prince from the farther East, should perforce 
be driven by unbelievers to visit the distant islands of the West, to seek aid 
against them. My God! What dost thou, ancient glory of Rome? Shorn is the 
greatness of thine empire this day; and truly may the words of Jeremy be 
spoken unto thee: ‘Princess among the provinces, how is she become tributary, 
(Lament. I:1).’ Who would ever believe that thou shouldst sink to such depth 
of misery, that, although once seated on the throne of majesty thou didst lord 
it over all the world, now thou hast no power to bring succour to the Christian 
faith ?”*>° 

Manuel’s second stay in Paris lasted about two years. Information on this 
visit is scanty. He became, apparently, a matter of course to the French, and 
contemporary chroniclers who note many details concerning Manuel’s first 
stay in Paris, say very little of his second visit. The little information on this 
subject comes from his letters. Those which refer to the beginning of his 
second stay are marked by high spirits; but these spirits gradually fell as he 
began to understand that he could not count upon any important support from 
either England or France. Of the last period of his stay in France, there are 
no imperial letters. 

But some interesting records exist describing the way the Emperor spent 
his leisure time in Paris. In the beautifully decorated castle of the Louvre, for 
example, where Manuel had his residence, the Emperor turned his attention, 
among other decorations, to a magnificent tapestry, a kind of Gobelin, with 
a reproduction of spring. In his leisure time, the Emperor made a fine descrip- 
tion written in a rather jocose style of this reproduction of spring on “a royal 
woven curtain.” This essay of Manuel exists today.*®° 

The battle of Angora and its significance to Byzanttum.—Meanwhile, the 
fruitless stay of Manuel in Paris began to seem endless. At this time an event 
which had taken place in Asia Minor induced the Emperor to leave France at 
once and to return to Constantinople. In July, 1402, was fought the famous 
battle of Angora, by which Timur (Tamerlane) defeated Bayazid and thereby 
relieved Constantinople from immediate danger. The news of this exceed- 
ingly important event reached Paris only two and a half months after the 
battle. The Emperor prepared quickly for his return journey and came back 
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to the capital via Genoa and Venice after three years and a half of absence. 
The Slavonic city on the Adriatic, Ragusa (Dubrovnik), hoping that the Em- 
peror would stop there on his way home, made elaborate preparations to wel- 
come him. But he passed by without stopping.*** In memory of his stay in 
France, he presented to the abbey of St. Denis near Paris an illuminated manu- 
script of Dionysius the Areopagite, preserved today in the Louvre. Among 
the miniatures of this manuscript is the picture of the Emperor, his wife, and 
their three sons. Manuel’s picture is of great interest, because the Turks found 
and admired in his features a strong resemblance to Muhammed, the founder 
of Islam. Bayazid, reported the Byzantine historian Phrantzes, said of Manuel: 
“One who does not know that he is Emperor would say from his appearance 
that he is Emperor.”*%” 

The fruitlessness of Manuel’s journey to western Europe, as far as the sub- 
stantial needs of the Empire were concerned, is evident; both historians and 
chroniclers of the time recognized the lack of result and pointed it out in their 
annals.*®* But this journey is of great interest examined from the point of view 
of the information acquired by western Europe about the Byzantine Empire 
in the period of its fall. This journey is an episode in the cultural intercourse 
between West and East at the end of the fourteenth and beginning of the 
fifteenth century, in the epoch of the Italian Renaissance. 

The battle of Angora had great importance for the last days of the Byzan- 
tine Empire. Towards the end of the fourteenth century, the Mongol empire, 
which had fallen into pieces, was unified again under the power of Timur or 
Tamerlane (Timur-Lenk, which means in translation “iron-lame,” Timur 
the Lame). Timur had undertaken on a large scale many devastating expedi- 
tions into southern Russia, northern India, Mesopotamia, Persia, and Syria. 
His marches were accompanied by atrocious cruelties. Thousands of men were 
slain, cities ruined, fields destroyed. A Byzantine historian wrote: “When 
Timur’s Mongols left one city to go to another, they left it so deserted and 
abandoned, that in it was heard neither barking of dog, nor cackling of fowl, 
nor cry of child.”?* 

Entering Asia Minor after his Syrian expedition, Timur clashed with the 
Ottoman Turks. Sultan Bayazid hastened from Europe to Asia Minor to meet 
Timur, and there, at the city of Angora (Ancyra), in 1402, was fought a bloody 
battle, which ended in the complete defeat of the Turks. Bayazid himself fell 
a prisoner to Timur; he shortly after died in captivity. Timur did not remain 
in Asia Minor. He undertook an expedition against China, and on his way 
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there died. After his death, the whole huge Mongol Empire fell to pieces 
and lost its significance. But after their defeat at Angora, the Turks were so 
weakened that for a time they were unable to take decisive steps against Con- 
stantinople; thereby the existence of the dying Empire was prolonged for 
another fifty years. 

In spite of Manuel’s poor success, he did not give up his plans after his return 
from western Europe but continued to seek for the help of the West against 
the Turks. There are two very interesting letters addressed by Manuel to the 
kings of Aragon, Martin V (1395-1410) and Ferdinand I (1412-1416). In the 
first, which was transmitted to Martin through the agency of the famous By- 
zantine humanist Manuel Chrysoloras, who was at that time in Italy, Manuel 
informed Martin that he was sending him, at his request, some precious relics, 
and begged him to convey to Constantinople the money which had been col- 
lected in Spain to help the Empire.*** Chrysoloras’ mission, however, came 
to nothing. Later, during a voyage to Morea, Manuel wrote another letter 
from Thessalonica, this time addressed to Ferdinand I. It shows that Ferdi- 
nand had promised Manuel’s son Theodore, the despot of Morea, to come 
there with a considerable army to aid the Christians in general and Manuel 
in particular. Manuel wrote to express his hope of meeting Ferdinand in 
Morea, but Ferdinand never came.’®° 

The situation in the Peloponnesus.—In the last fifty years of the existence of 
the remains of the Byzantine Empire, the Peloponnesus, rather unexpectedly, 
attracted the attention of the central government. As the territory of the Em- 
pire was reduced to Constantinople, the adjoining portion of Thrace, one or 
two islands in the Archipelago, Thessalonica, and the Peloponnesus, obviously 
next to Constantinople the Peloponnesus was the most important part of the 
Greek possessions. Contemporaries discovered that it was an ancient and 
purely Greek country, that the inhabitants were real Hellenes and not Ro- 
mans, and that nowhere else could be created a basis for continuing the strug- 
gle against the Ottomans. While northern Greece had already fallen a prey 
to the Turks and the rest of ancient Greece was on the point of succumbing 
to the Turkish yoke, in the Peloponnesus there arose a center of Greek na- 
tional spirit and Hellenic patriotism, which was powerfully affected by a 
dream, delusive from the historical point of view, of regenerating the Empire 
and opposing the might of the Ottoman state. 
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After the Fourth Crusade, the Peloponnesus (or Morea) passed into the 
power of the Latins. At the beginning of the reign of the restorer of the By- 
zantine Empire, Michael VIII Palaeologus, the prince of Achaia, William 
Villehardouin, was captured by the Greeks and gave as ransom three strong- 
holds: Monembasia, Maina, and the recently built Mistra. Since the Greek 
power in the Peloponnesus was slowly but continuously increasing at the ex- 
pense of the Latin possessions, the Byzantine province which had been formed 
there became by the middle of the fourteenth century so important that it was 
reorganized as a separate despotat and made the appanage of the second son 
of the Constantinopolitan emperor, who became a sort of viceroy of the em- 
peror in the Peloponnesus. At the end of the fourteenth century the Pelopon- 
nesus was mercilessly devastated by the Turks. Having lost all hope of defend- 
ing the country with his own forces, the Despot of Morea proposed to yield his 
possessions to the Knights of the Order of Hospitalers of St. John, who at 
that time held the island of Rhodes, and only the popular insurrection at 
Mistra, capital of the Despotat, which burst out at this proposal, prevented 
him from doing so. The weakness of the Ottoman Turks after the defeat of 
Angora made it possible for the Peloponnesus to recover a little and to hope 
for better times.**" 

The chief city of the Despotat of Morea, Mistra, medieval Sparta, residence 
of the Despot, was in the fourteenth century and at the beginning of the fif- 
teenth a political and cultural center of reviving Hellenism. Here were the 
tombs of the Despots of Morea. Here John Cantacuzene died at a very ad- 
vanced age, and here he was buried. While the condition of the country people 
made a contemporary, Mazaris, afraid that he himself would become a bar- 
barian,?®* at the court of the Despot, in his castle of Mistra, was a cultural 
center which was attracting educated Greeks, scholars, sophists, and courtiers. 
It is related that in the fourteenth century, at Sparta, there existed a school 
for copiers of ancient manuscripts. Gregorovius justly compared the court 
of Mistra with some courts of Italian princes of the Renaissance.’®® The 
famous Byzantine scholar, humanist, and philosopher, Gemistus Plethon, 
lived at the court of the Despot of Morea during the reign of Manuel II. 

In 1415, Manuel himself visited the Peloponnesus, where his second son 
Theodore was Despot at the time. The Emperor’s first measure to protect the 
peninsula against future invasions was the construction of a wall with nu- 
merous towers on the Isthmus of Corinth. The wall was erected on the site of 
the rampart which in the fifth century s.c. the Peloponnesians had raised on 
the approach of Xerxes; this was restored in the third century a.p. by the 
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Emperor Valerian when he fortified Greece against the Goths; and finally 
it was constructed again by Justinian the Great when Greece was threatened 
by the Huns and Slavs.’”° In preparation for this same Turkish danger in 
the fifteenth century, the predecessor of Theodore had established numerous 
colonies of Albanians in some desert regions of the Peloponnesus, and Manuel 
II, who delivered his funeral oration,’™* praised him for this precaution. 

The projected reforms of Gemistus Plethon—In Peloponnesian affairs in 
that time there were two interesting contemporary writers, quite different in 
character. One was the Byzantine scholar and humanist, Gemistus Plethon, 
a philhellenist obsessed by the idea that the Peloponnesian population was 
of the purest and most ancient Hellenic blood and that from the Peloponnesus 
had come the noblest and most famous families “of the Hellenes,” who had 
achieved “the greatest and most celebrated deeds.”**? The other was Mazaris, 
author of the Sojourn of Mazaris in Hades, “undoubtedly,” as K. Krumbacher 
said, perhaps not without exaggeration, “the worst of the hitherto known 
imitations of Lucian,”!** a kind of libel, in which the author describes sar- 
castically the customs and manners of the Peloponnesus-Morea, deriving the 
latter name in the form of Mora (papa) from the Greek word moria 
(pwpia)*™* meaning silliness, folly. In contrast to Plethon, Mazaris distin- 
guished seven nationalities in the population of the Peloponnesus: Greeks 
(in Mazaris, Lacedaemonians and Peloponnesians), Italians (i.e. the remains 
of the Latin conquerors), Slavs (Sthlavinians), Illyrians (i.e. Albanians), 
Egyptians (Gipsies), and Jews.’’® These statements of Mazaris are historical 
truth. Although both writers, the learned utopian Plethon as well as the 
satirist Mazaris, must be used with caution, both of them afford rich and in- 
teresting cultural data on the Peloponnesus of the first half of the fifteenth 
century. 

To the time of Manuel II should be referred two interesting “accounts” or 
“addresses” written by Gemistus Plethon on the urgency of political and 
social reform for the Peloponnesus. One of these pamphlets was addressed to 
the Emperor, and the other to the Despot of Morea, Theodore. The German 
historian, Fallmerayer, was the first, in his History of the Peninsula of Morea, 
to draw the attention of scholars to the importance of those schemes of the 
Hellenic dreamer.*”® 
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Plethon had in view the regeneration of the Peloponnesus, and for this 
purpose he drew up a plan for a radical change in the social system and the 
treatment of the land problem.*’” According to Plethon, society should be 
divided into three classes: (1) the cultivators of the soil (ploughmen, diggers, 
for example, diggers for vineyards, and shepherds) ; (2) those who provide 
instruments of work (i.e. those who care for oxen, cattle, and so on) ;?"8 and 
(3) those who have the care of safety and order, i.e., the army, government, 
and state officials; at the head of all should be an emperor—basileus. Opposed 
to mercenary troops, Plethon advocated the formation of an indigenous Greek 
army; and that the army may devote all their time and attention to perform- 
ing their proper duties, Plethon divided the population into two categories: 
tax-payers, and those who render military service; the soldiery should not be 
_ liable to taxation. The portion of the taxable population which takes no part 
in administration and defense was called by Plethon the Helots. Private land 
ownership was abolished; “the whole land, as it seems to have been established 
by nature, should be the common property of the population; every one who 
will may plant and build a home where he would, and till the soil as much as 
he would and could.”*’® These were the chief points of Plethon’s report. His 
scheme shows the influence of Plato, whom the Byzantine humanist greatly 
admired. It will remain an interesting cultural document of the Byzantine 
renaissance of the epoch of the Palaeologi. Several scholars indicate in Plethon’s 
scheme some points of analogy with parts of the Social Contract of Jean 
Jacques Rousseau, and with the ideas of Saint-Simon.**° 

Thus, on the eve of the final catastrophe, Plethon was proposing to Manuel 
II a plan of reforms for regenerated Hellas. The French Byzantinist, Ch. 
Diehl, wrote: “While Constantinople is weakened and falling, a Greek state 
tries to be born in Morea. And however vain these aspirations may seem and 
however sterile these wishes may appear, nevertheless this recovery of the 
consciousness of Hellenism and this conception of and obscure preparation 
for a better future is one of the most interesting and remarkable phenomena 
of Byzantine history.”*** 

The siege of Constantinople in 1422—Until the beginning of the third 
decade of the fifteenth century, the relations between Manuel and Bayazid’s 
successor, Muhammed I, a noble representative of the Ottoman state, were 
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marked, in spite of some errors on the part of the Emperor, by confidence and 
peace. Once, with the Emperor’s knowledge, the sultan passed through a 
suburb of Constantinople, where he was met by Manuel. Each sovereign re- 
mained on his own galley, and conversing from the galleys in a friendly 
manner, crossed the straits to the Asiatic coast where the sultan pitched his 
tents; but the Emperor did not descend from his galley. During dinner, the 
monarchs sent each other their most delicate dishes from their tables.'*? But 
under Muhammed’s successor, Murad II, circumstances changed. 

In the last years of his life, Manuel withdrew from state affairs and en- 
trusted them to his son, John, who had neither experience nor the poise and 
noble character of his father. John insisted on supporting one of the Turkish 
pretenders to the sultan’s throne; an attempt at revolt failed and the infuriated 
Murad II decided to besiege Constantinople and crush at once this long- 
coveted city. 

But the Ottoman forces, which had not had time enough to recover after the 
defeat of Angora and which were weakened by internal complications, were 
not yet ready to deal such a blow. In 1422, the Turks besieged Constantinople. 
In Byzantine literature there is a special work on this siege written by a con- 
temporary, John Cananus, entitled, “A narrative of the Constantinopolitan 
wars of 6930 ( = 1422), when Amurat-bey attacked the city with a great army 
and would have taken it if the Blessed Mother of God had not preserved it.”?** 
A strong Muhammedan army equipped with various war machinery at- 
tempted to take the city by storm but it was repulsed by the heroic efforts of the 
population of the capital. Some complications within the Ottoman Empire 
compelled the Turks to give up the siege. The capital’s relief from danger was, 
as always, connected in popular tradition with the intercession of the Mother 
of God, the constant protectress of Constantinople. Meanwhile, the Turkish 
troops were not satisfied to attack the capital; after an unsuccessful attempt to 
take Thessalonica, they marched south into Greece where they destroyed the 
wall on the Isthmus of Corinth built by Manuel, and devastated Morea.*** 
Manuel’s co-emperor John VIII spent about a year in Venice, Milan, and Hun- 
gary in search of aid. According to the peace made with the Turks, the Em- 
peror pledged himself to continue to pay the sultan a definite tribute, and 
delivered to him several cities in Thrace. The territory of Constantinople was 
growing still more limited. After this siege, the capital dragged out a pitiful 
existence for about thirty years in anxious expectation of its unavoidable ruin. 
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In 1425, the paralyzed Manuel passed away. With a feeling of profound 
mourning the mass of the population of the capital followed the hearse of the 
dead Emperor. Such a crowd of mourning people had never been seen at the 
burial of any of his predecessors.’** A special investigator of Manuel’s activity, 
Berger de Xivrey, wrote: “This feeling will seem sincere to whoever will re- 
member all the trials which this sovereign shared with his people, all his en- 
deavors to help them, and the deep sympathy of thought and feeling he always 
had for them.”**° 

The most important event of the time of Manuel was the battle of Angora, 
which delayed the fall of Constantinople for fifty years. But even this brief 
relief from the Ottoman danger was attained not by the strength of the Byzan- 
tine emperor, but by the Mongol power accidentally created in the east. The 
chief event upon which Manuel had relied, the rising of western Europe in 
a crusade, had not taken place. The siege and storm of Constantinople by the 
Turks in 1422 was only a prologue to the siege and storm of 1453. In estimating 
relations with the Turks in Manuel’s time one must not lose sight of the per- 
sonal influence which the Emperor had with the Turkish sultans and which 
several times delayed the final doom of the perishing Empire. 

John VIII (1425-48) and the Turkish menace—Under John VIII the 
territory of the Empire was reduced to the most modest extent. Shortly before 
his father’s death John had been forced to cede several cities of Thrace to the 
sultan. After John had become sole ruler of the Empire, his power extended, 
properly speaking, over Constantinople and the nearest surrounding country. 
But the rest of the Empire, for example, the Peloponnesus, Thessalonica, and 
some scattered cities in Thrace, were under the power of his brothers as sepa- 
rate principalities almost entirely independent. 

In 1430, Thessalonica was conquered by the Turks. One of the brothers of 
John VIII, who was governing Thessalonica with the title of despot, realized 
that with his own forces he could not contend with the Turks, and sold the 
city to Venice for a sum of money. Venice in taking possession of this im- 
portant commercial point pledged herself, according to Ducas, “to protect and 
nourish it, raise its prosperity, and make it a second Venice.”**’ But the Turks, 
who already possessed the surrounding country, could not tolerate the estab- 
lishment of Venice at Thessalonica. Under the personal leadership of the 
sultan, they laid siege to Thessalonica; the course and result of the siege are 
well described in a special work, On the last capture of Thessalonica, written 
by a contemporary, John Anagnostes (i.e., Reader).’*° The Latin garrison 
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of Thessalonica was small and the population of the city regarded the new 
Venetian masters as aliens. They could not resist the Turks who, after a short 
siege, took the city by storm and exposed it to terrible destruction and outrage. 
The people were murdered without distinction of sex or age. Churches were 
turned into mosques, but the Church of St. Demetrius of Thessalonica, the 
chief patron of the city, was temporarily left to the Christians, though in a 
state of complete desolation. 

The taking of Thessalonica by the Turks was also described in Greek verse 
by a high church official in Constantinople in his Chronicle on the Turkish 
Empire.’*? Some Greek folk songs were composed on this disastrous event.'"" 
The loss of Thessalonica impressed deeply both Venice and western Europe. 
The nearness of the decisive moment was of course also felt in the city of 
Constantinople. 

An interesting description of Constantinople was written by a pilgrim 
returning from Jerusalem, a Burgundian knight, Bertrandon de la Broquiére, 
who visited the capital of the Palaeologi at the beginning of the thirties, shortly 
after the fall of Thessalonica. He praised the good state of the walls, the land- 
walls in particular, but noticed some desolation in the city; he spoke for ex- 
ample of the ruins and remnants of two beautiful palaces destroyed, according 
to a tradition, by an Emperor at the command of a Turkish sultan. The Bur- 
gundian pilgrim visited the churches and other monuments of the capital, 
attended the solemn church services, saw in the church of St. Sophia the per- 
formance of a mystery on the subject of the three youths cast by Nebuchad- 
nezzar into the fiery furnace, was charmed with the beauty of the Byzantine 
Empress, who came from Trebizond, and told the Emperor, who was inter- 
ested in the fate of Joan of Arc, who had just been burnt at Rouen, “the whole 
truth” about the famous “Maid of Orléans.”’® The same pilgrim, from his 
observations of the Turks, believed it possible to expel them from Europe and 
even to regain Jerusalem. He wrote: “It seems to me that the noble people and 
the good government of the three nations I have mentioned, i.e., the French, 
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English, and German, are rather formidable, and, if they are united in sufh- 
cient number, will be able to reach Jerusalem by land.”?*” 

Realizing the coming danger to the capital from the Turks, John VIII un- 
dertook the great work of restoring the walls of Constantinople. Many in- 
scriptions on the walls preserved today with the name of “John Palacologus 
Autocrat in Christ,” testify to the Christian Emperor’s difficult last attempt to 
restore the fortifications of Theodosius the Younger, which had once appeared 
inaccessible. 

But this did not suffice for the struggle with the Ottomans. Like his prede- 
cessors, John VIII hoped to receive real help against the Turks from the West, 
with the co-operation of the pope. For this purpose the Emperor himself with 
the Greek patriarch and a brilliant retinue sailed for Italy. The result of this 
journey was the conclusion of the famous Union of Florence. As far as real 
help to Byzantium was concerned, however, the imperial journey to Italy was 
of no avail. 

Pope Eugenius IV preached a crusade and succeeded in arousing to war 
against the Turks the Hungarians, Poles, and Roumanians. A crusading army 
was formed under the command of the king of Poland and Hungary, Vladi- 
slav, and the famous Hungarian hero and chief, John Hunyadi. In the battle at 
Varna, in 1444, the crusaders were crushed by the Turks. Vladislav fell in 
battle. With the remnants of the army, John Hunyadi retreated to Hungary. 
The battle of Varna was the last attempt of western Europe to come to the 
help of perishing Byzantium. Thereafter Constantinople was left to its fate.’ 

Some documents from the archives of Barcelona, comparatively recently 
published, have revealed the aggressive plans of the famous Maecenas of the 
epoch of the Renaissance, the king of Aragon, Alfonso V the Magnanimous, 
who died in 1458. Having reunited Sicily and Naples under his power for a 
short time in the middle of the fifteenth century, he was planning ‘to carry 
on a vast aggressive campaign in the East, which was similar to the grandiose 
plans of Charles of Anjou. Constantinople was one of Alfonso’s goals, and 
the idea of a crusade against the Turks never left him. For a long time he had 
realized that, if the growing might and “insolent prosperity” of the Ottomans 
were not put down, he would have no security for the maritime confines of 
his realm. But Alfonso’s ambitious plans were not realized and the Turks were 
never seriously menaced by this talented and brilliant humanist and politi- 
cian.’°* 
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After the victory of the Turks at Varna, John VIII, who had taken no part 
in the crusading expedition, entered immediately into negotiations with the 
sultan, whom he endeavored to soften with presents, and he succeeded in 
keeping peaceful relations with him up to the end of his reign. 

Although in relations with the Turks, Byzantium under John VIII suffered 
continuous and bitter failures, the Greek arms gained a considerable victory, 
though of short duration, in the Peloponnesus (Morea), an appanage nearly 
independent from the central government. Besides the Byzantine possessions. 
there were in the Peloponnesus the remnants of the principality of Achaia 
and some other places, especially in the very south of the peninsula which be- 
longed to Venice. At the beginning of the fifteenth century Venice set herself 
the goal of subduing the portion of the Peloponnesus which was still in Latin 
hands; for this purpose she entered into negotiations with the different rulers 
in the peninsula. On one hand, the Republic of St. Mark wanted to take pos- 
session of the wall on the Isthmus of Corinth, which had been built under 
Manuel II, in order to offer adequate resistance to the Turkish invasions. On 
the other, Venice was attracted by her commercial interests, because, accord- 
ing to the information gathered by the representative of the Republic, the re- 
sources of the country in gold, silver, silk, honey, corn, raisins, and other things 
promised great advantages. During the reign of John VIII, however, the 
troops of the Greek despotat in Morea opened hostilities against the Latins, 
quickly gained the Latin part of the Peloponnesus, and thereby put an end to 
Frankish power in Morea. From then to the time of the Turkish conquest, 
the whole peninsula belonged to the family of the Palaeologi; Venice main- 
tained only the points in the south, which she had possessed before. 

One of the Despots of Morea, Constantine, John VIII's brother, who was 
to be the last emperor of Byzantium, took advantage of some difficulties of 
the Turks in the Balkan peninsula to march north with his troops across the 
Isthmus of Corinth into middle and northern Greece, where the Turks were 
already making their conquests. After his victory over the Christians at Varna, 
Sultan Murad II considered the invasion of Constantine into northern Greece 
as an insult to him; he marched south, broke through the fortified wall on the 
Isthmus of Corinth, terribly devastated the Peloponnesus, and carried away 
into captivity a great number of Greeks. The horrified Despot Constantine 
was glad to make peace on the sultan’s terms; he remained Despot of Morea 
and pledged himself to pay a tribute to the sultan. 
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Under Constantine Palaeologus the famous traveler, archeologist, and mer- 
chant of that time, Cyriacus of Ancona, visited Mistra, where he was graciously 
received by the despot (Constantinum cognomento Dragas) and his digni- 
taries. At his court Cyriacus met Gemistus Plethon, “the most learned man of 
his age,” and Nicholas Chalcocondyles, son of his Athenian friend George, a 
young man very well versed in Latin and Greek.'®* Nicholas Chalcocondyles 
can have been none other than the future historian Laonikos Chalcocondyles, 
for the name Laonikos is merely Nicolaos, Nicholas, slightly changed. Buring~” 
his first stay at Mistra, under the Despot Theodore Palaeologus, in 1437, 
Cyriacus had visited ancient monuments at Sparta and copied Greek inscrip- 
tions.’°° 

Constantine XI (1449-53) and the capture of Constantinople by the 
Turks.—The territory which recognized the power of the last Byzantine em- 
peror was confined to Constantinople with its nearest environs in Thrace, and 
the major part of the Peloponnesus or Morea at some distance from the capital, 
and governed by the Emperor’s brothers. 

Honesty, generosity, energy, valor, and love of country were Constantine’s 
characteristics, vouched for by many Greek sources of his time and by his own 
conduct during the siege of Constantinople. An Italian humanist, Francesco 
Filelfo, who during his stay at Constantinople, knew Constantine personally 
before his ascension to the throne, in one of his letters calls the Emperor a man 
“of pious and lofty spirit (pro et excelso animo).”'** 

The strong and terrible adversary of Constantine was Muhammed II, 
twenty-one years old, who combined rude outbursts of harsh cruelty, blood- 
thirstiness, and many of the baser vices, with an interest in science, art, and 
education, energy, and the talents of a general, statesman, and organizer. A 
Byzantine historian relates that he occupied himself enthusiastically with the 
sciences, especially astrology, read the tales of the deeds of Alexander of Mace- 
don, Julius Caesar, and the emperors of Constantinople, and spoke five 
languages besides Turkish.’’* Oriental sources praise his piety, justice, clem- 
ency, and protection of scholars and poets. Historians of the nineteenth and 
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twentieth centuries vary in their estimation of Muhammed II; they range 
from denying him all positive qualities’®® to acknowledging him as a man of 
genius.”°° The desire to conquer Constantinople was an obsession with the 
young sultan, who, as the historian Ducas said, “by night and day, going to 
bed and getting up, within his palace and without, turned over and over in 
his mind the military actions and means by which he might take possession of 
Constantinople.” He spent sleepless nights drawing on paper the plan of the 
city and its fortifications, pointing out the places where it could be most easily 
attacked.?°? 

The pictures of both these adversaries survive, those of Constantine Palaeo- 
logus on seals and in some later manuscripts,”°? and those of Muhammed II 
on the medals struck by Italian artists in the fifteenth century in honor of the 
sultan and in some portraits, particularly one painted by the famous Venetian 
artist, Gentile Bellini, who spent a short time (in 1479-80) at Constantinople 
at the end of the reign of Muhammed.” 

Having decided to deal the final blow to Constantinople, Muhammed set 
to work with extreme circumspection. First of all, north of the city, on the 
European shore of the Bosphorus, at its narrowest point, he built a powerful 
stronghold with towers, the majestic remnants of which are still to be seen 
(Rumeli-Hisar) ; the guns placed there hurled stone cannon balls which were 
enormous for the time. 

When the erection of the stronghold on the Bosphorus was known, there 
came from the Christian population of the capital, Asia, Thrace, and the 
islands, from all directions, as Ducas said, exclamations of despair. “Now the 
end of the city has come; now we see the signs of the ruin of our race; now 
the days of Antichrist are at hand; what is to become of us or what have we 
to do? ... Where are the saints who protect the city?”*°* Another con- 
temporary and eyewitness, who lived through all the horrors of the siege 
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of Constantinople, the author of the precious Journal of the Siege, a Venetian, 
Nicolo Barbaro, wrote, “This fortification is exceedingly strong from the sea, 
so that it is absolutely impossible to capture it, for on the shore and walls are 
standing bombards in very great number; on the land side the fortification is 
also strong, though less so than from the sea.”?°° This stronghold put an end 
to the communication of the capital with the north and the ports of the Black 
Sea, for all foreign vessels, both on entering and leaving the Bosphorus, were 
intercepted by the Turks; in case of siege Constantinople would be deprived 
of the supply of corn from the ports of the Black Sea. It was very easy for the 
Turks to carry out these measures, because, opposite the European stronghold, 
there towered on the Asiatic shore of the Bosphorus the fortifications which 
had been built at the end of the fourteenth century by the Sultan Bayazid 
(Anatoli-Hisar). Next Muhammed invaded the Greek possessions in Morea, 
in order to prevent the Despot of Morea from coming to the aid of Constanti- 
nople in case of emergency. After these preliminary steps Muhammed, this 
“pagan enemy of the Christian people,”*°° to quote Barbaro, began the siege 
of the great city. 

Constantine made every possible effort adequately to meet his powerful ad- 
versary in the unequal struggle whose result, one may say, was foreordained. 
The Emperor had all possible corn supplies from the environs of the capital 
brought into the city and some repairs made on the city walls. The Greek gar- 
rison of the city numbered only a few thousands. Seeing the coming fatal 
danger, Constantine appealed to the West for help; but instead of the desired 
military support, a Roman cardinal, Greek by origin, Isidore, the former 
metropolitan of Moscow and participator in the Council of Florence, arrived 
in Constantinople, and in commemoration of the restored peace between the 
Eastern and Western churches, celebrated a union service in St. Sophia, which 
aroused the greatest agitation in the city population. One of the most promi- 
nent dignitaries of Byzantium, Lucas Notaras, uttered his famous words, 
“Tt is better to see in the city the power of the Turkish turban than that of the 
Latin tiara.”?°" 

The Venetians and Genoese took part in the defense of the capital. Con- 
stantine and the population of the city relied especially on a Genoese noble 
of great military reputation, John (Giovanni) Giustiniani, who arrived in 
Constantinople with two large vessels bringing seven hundred fighting men. 
Access to the Golden Horn was barred, as had already happened several times 
at dangerous moments in the past, by a massive iron chain. The remains of this 


205 Giornale dell ’assedio di Constantinopolt, 207 Michael Ducas, Historia byzantina, 
ed. E. Cornet, 2. XXXVII; Bonn ed., 264. 


206 Jbid., 18. 


648 The Fall of Byzantium 


chain, it was supposed, could be seen until recently in the Byzantine church 
of St. Irene, where the Ottoman Military-Historical Museum is now estab- 
lished.?°° 

The military forces of Muhammed on land and sea which consisted, besides 
the Turks, of the representatives of different peoples whom he had conquered, 
largely exceeded the modest number of the defenders of Constantinople, the 
Greeks and some Latins, particularly Italians. 

One of the most important events in all world history was imminent. 

The very fact of Turkish siege and capture of the “City protected by God,” 
Constantinople, left a deep mark in the sources, which, in various languages 
and from different points of view, described the last moments of the Byzantine 
Empire and allow one to follow, sometimes literally by days and hours, the 
development of the last act of this thrilling historical drama. The sources 
which exist are written in Greek, Latin, Italian, Slavonic, and Turkish. 

The chief Greek sources vary in their estimation of the event. George 
Phrantzes, who participated in the siege, an intimate friend of the last Em- 
peror, and a very well-known diplomat, who held high offices in the Empire, 
was full of boundless love for his Emperor-hero and for the house of the 
Palaeologi in general, and was opposed to the union of the Churches; he de- 
scribed the last days of Byzantium in order to restore the honor of the van- 
quished Constantine, his abused country, and the insulted Greek Orthodox 
faith. Another contemporary writer, the Greek Critobulus, who had passed 
over to the Turks and wished to prove his devotion to Muhammed II, dedi- 
cated his history, which shows strongly the influence of Thucydides, to the 
“greatest emperor, king of kings, Mehemet”;”°® he related the last days of 
Byzantium from the point of view of a subject of the new Ottoman Empire, 
though he did not attack his Greek countrymen. A Greek of Asia Minor, 
Ducas, a supporter of the union, in which he saw the only means of security 
for the Empire, wrote from a standpoint favorable to the West, especially 
stressed the services and merits of the Genoese commander, Giustiniani, rather 
belittled the role of Constantine, but at the same time wrote not without love 
and pity for the Greeks. Finally, the fourth Greek historian of the last period 
of Byzantium, the only Athenian in Byzantine literature, Laonikos Chalco- 
condyles (or Chalcondyles), choosing as the main topic of his history not By- 
zantium, but the Turkish Empire, took a new and vast theme to describe— 
“the extraordinary evolution of the might of the young Ottoman Empire 


which was rising on the ruins of the Greek, Frankish, and Slavonic states” ;**° 
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in other words, his work is general in character. Since, in addition to that, 
Laonikos was not an eyewitness of the last days of Constantinople, it has only 
secondary significance. 

Among the most valuable sources written in Latin were several by authors 
who lived through the whole time of the siege at Constantinople. One was the 
appeal To All the Faithful of Christ (Ad universos Christifideles de expug- 
natione Constantinopolts) written by Cardinal Isidore, who narrowly escaped 
Turkish captivity. He begged all Christians to rise up in arms to defend the 
perishing Christian faith. The report to the pope of the archbishop of Chios, 
Leonard, who also escaped Turkish captivity, interpreted the great distress 
which had befallen Byzantium as a punishment for the Greeks’ secession from 
the Catholic faith. Finally, a poem in verse, in four stanzas, “Constantino- 
polis,” was composed by an Italian, Pusculus, who spent some time in Turkish 
captivity. He was an imitator of Virgil and to a certain extent of Homer. A 
zealous Catholic, he dedicated his poem to the pope and was, like Leonard, 
convinced that God had punished Byzantium for its schism. 

Italian sources have given us the priceless Journal of the siege of Constantt- 
nople, written in the old Venetian dialect in a dry business style, by a noble 
Venetian, Nicold Barbaro. He enumerated day by day the conflicts between 
the Greeks and Turks during the siege, and his work is therefore of the great- 
est importance for the reconstruction of the chronology of the siege. 

In old Russian an important history of the capture of Tsargrad, “this great 
and terrible deed,” was written by the “unworthy and humble Nestor Iskinder 
(Iskander).”??? Probably a Russian by origin, he fought in the sultan’s army 
and described truthfully and, as far as possible, day by day, the actions of the 
Turks during the siege and after the fall of the city. The story of the fall of 
Constantinople is also related in various Russian chronicles. 

Finally, there are Turkish sources estimating the great event from the point 
of view of triumphant and victorious Islam and its brilliant representative, 
Muhammed II the Conqueror. Sometimes Turkish sources offer a collection 
of Turkish popular legends about Constantinople and the Bosphorus.”*” 
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This enumeration of the chief sources shows what rich and various informa- 
tion exists for the study of the problem of the siege and capture of Constanti- 
nople by the Turks. 

At the beginning of April, 1453, the siege of the great city began. It was not 
only the incomparably greater military forces of the Turks that contributed to 
the success of the siege. Muhammed II, called by Barbaro, “this perfidious 
Turk, dog-Turk,”*"* was the first sovereign in history who had at his disposal 
a real park of artillery. The perfected Turkish bronze cannons, of gigantic 
size for that time, hurled to a great distance enormous stone shots, whose de- 
structive blows the old walls of Constantinople could not resist. The Russian 
tale of Tsargrad states that “the wretched Muhammed” conveyed close to the 
city walls “cannons, arquebuses, towers, ladders, siege machinery, and other 
wall-battering devices.”?** The contemporary Greek historian, Critobulus, 
had a good understanding of the decisive role of artillery when he wrote that 
all the saps made by the Turks under the walls and their subterraneous pas- 
sages “proved to be superfluous and involved only useless expense, as cannons 
decided everything.”??° 

In the second half of the nineteenth century, in several places of Stamboul, 
one might still see on the ground the huge cannon shots which had hurtled 
over the walls and were lying in nearly the same places in which they had 
fallen in 1453. On April 20 the only piece of good fortune for the Christians 
in the whole siege took place: the four Genoese vessels which had come to 
the aid of Constantinople, defeated the Turkish fleet in spite of its far superior 
numbers. “One may easily imagine,” wrote a recent historian of the siege and 
capture of the Byzantine capital, Schlumberger, “the indescribable joy of the 
Greeks and Italians. For a moment Constantinople considered itself saved.”*** 
But this success, of course, could have no real importance for the outcome of 
the siege. 

On April 22 the city with the Emperor at its head was struck by an extraor- 
dinary and terrifying spectacle: the Turkish vessels were in the upper part of 
the Golden Horn. During the preceding night the sultan had succeeded in 
transporting the vessels from the Bosphorus by land into the Golden Horn; 
for this purpose a kind of wooden platform had been specially made in the 
valley between the hills, and the vessels were put on wheels and dragged over 
the platform by the exertions of a great number of “canaille,” according to 
Barbaro,” who were at the sultan’s disposal. The Greco-Italian fleet stationed 
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in the Golden Horn beyond the chain was thereafter between two fires. The 
condition of the city became critical. The plan of the besieged garrison to burn 
the Turkish vessels in the Golden Horn at night was treacherously revealed to 
the sultan and prevented. . | 

Meanwhile the heavy bombardment of the city, which did not cease for 
several weeks, brought the population to the point of complete exhaustion; 
men, women, children, priests, monks, and nuns were compelled, day and 
night, under cannon fire, to repair the numerous breaches in the walls. The 
siege had already lasted for fifty days. The tidings which reached the sultan, 
perhaps especially invented, of the possible arrival of a Christian fleet to aid 
the city, induced him to hasten the decisive blow to Constantinople. Imitating 
the famous orations in the history of Thucydides, Crjtobulus even gave the 
speech of Muhammed to the troops appealing to their courage and firmness; 
in this speech the sultan declared, “There are three conditions for successful 
war: to want (victory), to be ashamed ( of dishonor, defeat), and to obey the 
leaders.”*?* The assault was fixed for the night of May 29. 

The old capital of the Christian East, anticipating the inevitable catastrophe 
and aware of the coming assault, spent the eve of the great day in prayer and 
tears. Upon the Emperor’s order, religious processions followed by an enor- 
mous multitude of people singing “O Lord, have mercy on us,” passed along 
the city walls. Men encouraged one another to offer a stubborn resistance to 
the Turks at the last hour of battle. In his long speech quoted by the Greek 
historian, Phrantzes,”*® Constantine incited the people to a valorous defense, 
but he clearly realized their doom when he said that the Turks “are supported 
by guns, cavalry, infantry, and their numerical superiority, but we rely on the 
name of the Lord our God and Saviour, and, secondly, on our hands and the 
strength which has been granted us by the power of God.”*?° Constantine 
ended his speech thus: “I persuade and beg your love to accord adequate honor 
and obedience to your chiefs, everyone according to his rank, his military posi- 
tion, and service. Know this: if you sincerely observe all that I have com- 
manded you, I hope that, with the aid of God, we shall avoid the just punish- 
ment sent by God.”?*? In the evening of the same day service was celebrated 
in St. Sophia, the last Christian ceremony in the famous church. On the basis 
of Byzantine sources an English historian, E. Pears, gave a striking picture of 
this ceremony: 


The great ceremony of the evening and one that must always stand out among 
the world’s historic spectacles was the last Christian service held in the church of 
Holy Wisdom. . . . The emperor and such of the leaders as could be spared were 
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present and the building was once more and for the last time crowded with Christian 
worshippers. It requires no great effort of imagination to picture the scene. The in- 
terior of the church was the most beautiful which Christian art had produced, and 
its beauty was enhanced by its still gorgeous fittings. Patriarch and cardinal, th 
crowd of ecclesiastics representing both the Eastern and Western churches; empercr 
and nobles, the last remnant of the once gorgeous and brave Byzantine aristocracy: 
priests and soldiers intermingled; Constantinopolitans, Venetians and Genoese, a! 
were present, all realizing the peril before them, and feeling that in view of the 
impending danger the rivalries which had occupied them for years were too sma:: 
to be worthy of thought. The emperor and his followers partook together of “the 
undefiled and divine mysteries,” and said farewell to the patriarch. The ceremory 
was in reality a liturgy of death. The empire was in its agony and it was fitting that 
the service for its departing spirit should be thus publicly said in its most beautifu: 
church and before its last brave emperor. If the scene so vividly described bv 
Mr. Bryce of the coronation of Charles the Great and the birth of an empire is among 
the most picturesque in history, that of the last Christian service in St. Sophia is 
surely among the most tragic.?? 


Phrantzes wrote: “Who will tell of the tears and groans in the palace! Even 
a man of wood or stone could not help weeping.”*”® 

The general assault began on Tuesday night between one and two o'clock 
of May 28-29. At the given signal, the city was attacked simultaneously on 
three sides. Two attacks were repulsed. Finally, Muhammed organized verv 
carefully the third and last attack. With particular violence the Turks attacked 
the walls close to the St. Romanus gate (or Pempton) where the Emperor 
was fighting. One of the chief defenders of the city, the Genoese Giustiniani, 
seriously wounded, was forced to abandon the battle; he was transported with 
difficulty to a vessel which succeeded in leaving the harbor for the Island of 
Chios. Either there or on the journey there Giustiniani died. His tomb is still 
preserved in Chios, but the Latin epitaph formerly in the church of S. Dominic 
in the citadel has apparently disappeared.°** 

The departure and death of Giustiniani was an irreparable loss to the be- 
sieged. In the walls more and more new breaches opened. The Emperor fought 
heroically as a simple soldier and fell in battle. No exact information exists 
about the death of the last Byzantine Emperor; for this reason his death soon 
became the subject of a legend which has obscured the historical fact. 
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After Constantine’s death, the Turks rushed into the city inflicting terrible 
devastation. A great multitude of Greeks took refuge in St. Sophia, hoping 
for safety there. But the Turks broke in the entrance gate and poured into the 
church; they murdered and insulted the Greeks who were hiding there, with- 
out distinction of sex or age. The day of the capture of the city, or perhaps the 
next day, the sultan solemnly entered conquered Constantinople, and went 
into St. Sophia, where he offered up a Muhammedan prayer. Thereupon Mu- 
hammed took up his residence in the imperial palace of Blachernae. 

According to the unanimous indication of the sources, the pillage of the 
city, as Muhammed had promised his soldiers, lasted for three days and three 
nights. The population was mercilessly murdered. The churches, with St. 
Sophia at the head, and the monasteries with all their wealth were robbed and 
polluted; private property was plundered. In these fatal days an innumerable 
mass of cultural material perished. Books were burnt or torn to pieces, trodden 
upon or sold for practically nothing. According to the statement of Ducas, an 
enormous number of books were loaded upon carts and scattered through 
various countries; a great number of books, the works of Aristotle and Plato, 
books of theology, and many others, were sold for one gold coin; the gold 
and silver which adorned the beautifully bound Gospels was torn off, and the 
Gospels themselves were either sold or thrown away; all the holy images were 
burnt, and the Turks ate meat boiled on the fire.?”> Nevertheless, some schol- 
ars, for example Th. Uspensky, believe that “the Turks in 1453 acted with 
more mildness and humanity than the crusaders who had seized Constanti- 
nople in 1204.”?79 

A popular Christian tradition relates that at the moment of the appearance 
of the Turks in St. Sophia the liturgy was being celebrated; when the priest 
who held the holy sacrament saw the Muslims rush into the church, the altar 
wall miraculously opened before him and he entered it and disappeared; when 
Constantinople passes again into the hands of the Christians, the priest will 
come out from the wall and continue the liturgy. 

About sixty years ago the local guides used to show tourists, in one of the 
remote places of Stamboul, a tomb purporting to be that of the last Byzantine 
Emperor, over which a simple oil lamp was burning. But of course this name- 
less tomb is not really that of Constantine; his burial place is unknown. In 
1895 E. A. Grosvenor wrote, “Today, in the quarter of Abou Vefa in Stamboul, 
may be seen a lowly, nameless grave which the humble Greeks revere as that 
of Constantine. Timid devotion has strewn around it a few rustic ornaments. 
Candles were kept burning night and day at its side. Till eight years ago it 
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was frequented, though secretly, as a place of prayer. Then the Ottoman Gov- 
ernment interposed with severe penalties, and it has since been almost deserted. 
All this is but in keeping with the tales which delight the credulous or de- 
vout.”??7 

It has usually been said that two days after the fall of Constantinople a west- 
ern relief fleet arrived in the Archipelago, and learning the tidings of the fall 
of the city immediately sailed back again. On the basis of some new evidence. 
at the present time this fact is denied: neither papal vessels nor Genoese nor 
Aragonese sailed to the East in support of Constantinople.?”* 

In 1456 Muhammed conquered Athens from the Franks;’” shortly after 
all Greece with the Peloponnesus submitted to him. The ancient Parthenon, 
in the Middle Ages the church of the Holy Virgin, was, on the sultan’s order. 
turned into a mosque. In 1461 the far-off Trebizond, capital of the once inde- 
pendent Empire, passed into the hands of the Turks. At the same time they 
took possession of the remnants of the Despotat of Epirus. The orthodox By- 
zantine Empire ceased to exist, and on its site the Muhammedan Ottoman 
(Othman) Empire was established and grew. Its capital was transferred from 
Hadrianople to Constantinople, which was called by the Turks Istambou! 
(Stamboul).?*° 

Ducas, imitating the “lamentation” of Nicetas Acominatus after the sack 
of Constantinople by the Latins in 1204, bewailed the event of 1453. He began 
his lamentation: 


O, city, city, head of all cities! O, city, city, center of the four quarters of the world! 
O, city, city, pride of the Christians and ruin of the barbarians! O, city, city, second 
paradise planted in the West, including all sorts of plants bending under the burden 
of spiritual fruits! Where is thy beauty, O, paradise? Where is the blessed strength 
of spirit and body of thy spiritual Graces? Where are the bodies of the Apostles of 
my Lord? ... Where are the relics of the saints, where are the relics of the 
martyrs? Where is the corpse of the great Constantine and other Emperors. . . .*° 


Another contemporary, the Polish historian Jan Dlugosz, wrote in his History 
of Poland: 
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This Constantinopolitan defeat, both miserable and deplorable, was the enormous 
victory of the Turks, the extreme ruin of the Greeks, the infamy of the Latins; 
through it the Catholic faith was wounded, religion confused, the name of Christ 
reviled and oppressed. One of the two eyes of Christianity was plucked out; one of 
the two hands was amputated, since the libraries were burnt down and the doctrines 
of Greek literature destroyed, without which no one considers himself a learned 
man.22? 


A far-off Georgian chronicler remarked piously, “On the day when the Turks 
took Constantinople, the sun was darkened.”?3* 

The fall of Constantinople made a terrible impression upon western Europe, 
which first of all was seized with dismay at the thought of the future advances 
of the Turks. Moreover, the ruin of one of the chief centers of Christianity, 
schismatic though it was from the point of view of the Catholic Church, could 
not fail to arouse among the faithful of the West anger, horror, and zeal to re- 
pair the situation. Popes, sovereigns, bishops, princes, and knights left many 
epistles and letters portraying the whole horror of the situation and appealing 
for a crusade ‘against victorious Islam and its representative, Muhammed II, 
this “precursor of Antichrist and second Sennacherib.”*** In many letters the 
ruin of Constantinople was lamented as that of a center of culture. In his ap- 
peal to Pope Nicholas V the western emperor, Frederick III, calling the fall 
of Constantinople “a general disaster to the Christian faith,” wrote that Con- 
stantinople was “a real abode [velut domicilium proprium | of literature and 
studies of all humanity.”*** Cardinal Bessarion, mourning the fall of the city, 
called it “a school of the best arts” (gymnasium optimarum artium).?*° The 
famous Enea Silvio Piccolomini, the future Pope Pius II, calling to mind 
numberless books in Byzantium which were still unknown to the Latins, 
styled the Turkish conquest of the city the second death of Homer and 
Plato.737 Some writers named the Turks Teucrians (Teucri), considering 
them the descendants of the old Trojans, and warned Europe of the sultan’s 
plans to attack Italy, which allured him “by its wealth and by the tombs of 
his Trojan ancestors.”** On one hand, various epistles of the fifth decade of 
the fifteenth century said that “the Sultan, like Julian the Apostate, will be 
finally forced to recognize the victory of Christ”; that Christianity, doubtless, 
is strong enough to have no fear of the Turks; that “a strong expedition 
[ valida expeditio|” will be ready and the Christians will be able to defeat the 
Turks and “drive them out of Europe (fugare extra Europam).” But, on the 
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other hand, some epistles anticipated the great difficulties in the coming 
struggle with the Turks and the chief cause of these difhculties—the discord 
among the Christians themselves, “a spectacle which inspires the Sultan with 
courage.”*°® Enea Silvio Piccolomini gave in one of his letters an excellent 
and true picture of the Christian interrelations in the West at that time. He 
wrote: 


I do not hope for what I want. Christianity has no longer a head: neither Pope nor 
Emperor is adequately esteemed or obeyed; they are treated as fictitious names and 
painted figures. Each city has a king of its own; there are as many princes as houses. 
How might one persuade the numberless Christian rulers to take up arms? Lock 
upon Christianity! Italy, you say, is pacified. I do not know to what extent. The re- 
mains of war still exist between the King of Aragon and the Genoese. The Genoese 
will not fight the Turks: they are said to pay tribute to them! The Venetians have 
made a treaty with the Turks. If the Italians do not take part, we cannot hope tor 
maritime war. In Spain, as you know, there are many kings of different power. 
different policy, different will, and different ideas; but these sovereigns who live in 
the far West can not be attracted to the East, especially when they are fighting with 
the Moors of Granada. The King of France has expelled his enemy from his kinz- 
dom; but he is still in trouble, and will not dare to send his knights beyond the 
borders of his kingdom for fear of a sudden landing of the English. As far as the 
English are concerned, they think only of taking revenge for their expulsion trom 
France. Scotch, Danes, Swedes, and Norwegians, who live at the end of the world. 
seek nothing beyond their countries. The Germans are greatly divided and have 
nothing to unify them.”*° 


Neither the appeals of popes and sovereigns, nor the lofty impulse of indi- 
viduals and groups, nor the consciousness of common danger before the Otto- 
man menace could weld disunited western Europe for the struggle with Islam. 
The Turks continued to advance, and at the end of the seventeenth century 
they threatened Vienna. That was the climax of the might of the Ottoman 
Empire. They were turned back from Europe, but Constantinople, it is well 
known, even today is in the hands of the Turks. 


ECCLESIASTICAL PROBLEMS UNDER THE PALAEOLOGI 


The ecclesiastical history of the time of the Palaeologi is extremely interest- 
ing both from the point of view of the relations between the Greek Eastern 
church and the papal throne, and from the point of view of the religious move- 
ments in the internal life of the Empire. The relations with Rome, which took 
the form of attempts to achieve union with the Catholic church, were, except 
the Union of Lyons, closely connected with the ever-growing Turkish danger. 
for in the opinion of the Byzantine Emperor this danger could be prevented 
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only by the intervention of the pope and the western European sovereigns. 
The readiness of the pope to favor the proposition of the eastern monarch 
very often depended upon international conditions in the West. 

The Union of Lyons.—The popes of the second half of the thirteenth cen- 
tury, in their eastern policy wished no repetition of the Fourth Crusade, which 
had failed to solve the extremely important problem of the Greek schism, and 
merely had served to postpone the other important question of a crusade to 
the Holy Land. Now it seemed desirable to the popes to achieve a peaceful 
union with the Greeks, which would put an end to the old schism and give 
grounds to hope for the liberation of Jerusalem. The recapture of Constanti- 
nople by the Greeks in 1261 was a heavy blow to the pope. Papal appeals to 
save what the Latins had accomplished in the East were sent to many sover- 
eigns. But the papal attitude depended upon affairs in Italy: the popes, for 
example, did not wish to act with the Hohenstaufen Manfred, whom they 
hated. Yet when Manfred’s power in southern Italy was destroyed by Charles 
of Anjou, though the latter had been invited by the pope, his aggressive policy 
against Byzantium found no favor with the papacy. The popes realized that 
the power of Charles, increased by the conquest of Byzantium, would be 
hardly less dangerous to the world position of the papacy than the Hohen- 
staufen sway in Byzantium. It is interesting to note that the first union at 
Lyons under Michael Palaeologus was achieved not under the pressure of the 
eastern Turkish danger, but under the menace of the aggressive policy of 
Charles of Anjou. 

Since the Comneni, the attitude of the eastern Emperor towards the union 
had greatly changed. Under the Comneni, especially in the epoch of Manuel, 
the emperor had sought for union not only under pressure of the external 
Turkish danger but also in the hope, already merely an illusion, that with the 
aid of the pope he might gain supreme power over the West, i.e. restore the 
former Roman Empire. This aspiration clashed with the similar aspiration 
of the popes to attain supreme temporal power over the West, so that no union 
took place. The first Palaeologus, in his negotiations for union, had much more 
modest pretensions. He had in mind not the expansion of the Byzantine Em- 
pire in the West, but its defense, with the help of the pope, against the West 
in the person of the powerful and menacing Charles of Anjou. The papal 
curia met his proposals favorably, realizing that the ecclesiastical submission 
of Byzantium to Rome would bring about a political submission also even if 
the Sicilian danger were averted. But the possibility of such an increase of the 
temporal power of the pope met with definite resistance from western Euro- 
pean rulers. In his turn, on his way to the reconciliation with the Roman 
church, the eastern Emperor met with stubborn opposition among the Greek 
clergy who, in an overwhelming majority, remained faithful to Greek Ortho- 
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doxy. The historian Norden said that Pope Gregory X “influenced the King 
of Sicily with spiritual reasons, Palaeologus his prelates with political argu- 
ments.”?*? 

One of the prominent representatives of the Greek church, the future 
patriarch John Beccus (Veccus), “a wise man, master of eloquence and 
science,”*** according to Gregoras, had been opposed to union and was there- 
fore imprisoned. During his confinement he became a partisan of the union 
and an active supporter of the Emperor in his project of reconciliation with 
Rome, an event of great importance for Michael’s aim. 

The council was held in 1274 in the French city of Lyons. Michael sent a 
solemn embassy headed by the former patriarch Germanus and the historian 
George Acropolitas, the grand logothete and the Emperor’s friend. It was 
intended that Thomas Aquinas, the most famous representative of medieval 
Catholic scholarship, should take the leading part at the council on behalf of 
Rome, but he died on his way to Lyons. His place was taken by the no less 
brilliant Cardinal Bonaventura. A Mongol bishop also attended the council.*** 
The author of the Vita of Saint Bonaventura, Petrus Galesinius (Pietro Gale- 
sino) in the sixteenth century, and some other writers of the fifteenth and 
sixteenth centuries asserted that at the invitation of the pope Emperor Michael 
Palaeologus himself went to Lyons to attend the council. But this error was 
caught and refuted by Leo Allatius in the seventeenth century.*** 

The Union of Lyons was achieved on condition that the Emperor should 
recognize filiogue, azyme (unleavened bread), and the supreme authority 
of the pope; to all these stipulations, in the name of Michael, George Acropo- 
litas took oath.?*° Michael also expressed to the pope his readiness to support 
by troops, money, and provisions the proposed joint crusade for the liberation 
of the Holy Land, but he stipulated that peace be established with Charles of 
Anjou so that the Emperor, in diverting all his forces to the East, need not 
fear attack from the West.?*° 
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Neither side was pleased with the results of the union. As was to be expected, 
Michael met with stubborn resistance among the great majority of the Greek 
clergy. An antiunion council against Michael Palaeologus and John Beccus 
was held in Thessaly.?*7 Moreover, the idea of a crusade could not be agree- 
able to the Emperor, who was unable to forget the warning of the Fourth 
Crusade. There was the additional difficulty that Michael Palaeologus was on 
good terms with the sultan of Egypt, the sworn enemy of the Latins of Syria. 

From 1274 to 1280, five papal embassies came to Constantinople in order to 
confirm the union.?** But in 1281 the new pope, the Frenchman Martin IV, 
whom Charles of Anjou set upon the papal throne, broke the union and gave 
entire support to Charles’ aggressive plans against Byzantium. But Michael 
regarded himself as formally bound by the Union of Lyons to the day of his 
death. 

The Arsenites Besides the question of union Byzantium was agitated dur- 
ing the reign of Michael by the struggle of religious-political parties, the most 
important of which was concerned with the so-called Arsenites. 

Beginning with the twelfth century, there were two irreconcilably oppos- 
ing parties in the Byzantine church which were struggling for influence and 
power in ecclesiastical administration. One of those parties is called in Byzan- 
tine sources the “zealots” (CyAwrai), the other the “politicians” (zroAcrexot) 
or moderates;7*® church historian A. Lebedev styled this party “by the modern 
French parliamentary term of opportunists.”?°° 

The zealots, champions of the freedom and independence of the church, 
were opposed to state interference in church affairs, a point of view which 
brought them into continual collision with the emperor. In this respect the 
zealots’ ideas resembled those of the famous Theodore of Studion who in the 
ninth century openly spoke and wrote against imperial interference with 
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church affairs. The zealots would not make any concession to the imperial 
power; they wished to submit the Emperor to severe ecclesiastical discipline, 
and were fearless of any collision with the government or society that might 
arise from their ideas. Accordingly, they became involved at various times in 
political troubles and disorders and gained the reputation of a party political 
as well as ecclesiastical. They could not boast of much education and took no 
care to have an educated clergy, but they faithfully observed the rules of strict 
morality and austerity. In the struggle with their opponents they were often 
supported by the monks, and in the moments of their triumph they opened 
to the monks the way to power and activity. A historian of that time, Gregoras, 
noted that one patriarch “could not even read correctly.”**? Describing the 
spirit prevailing among the monks when a zealot became patriarch the same 
historian wrote: “It seemed to these malignant monks that after storm and 
troubles calm had come, and after winter, spring.”*°? Strict supporters of 
Orthodoxy, the zealots were stubbornly opposed to Michael’s inclination to 
the union, and they had great influence with the mass of the people. 

The politicians or moderates were directly opposed to the zealots. Thev 
stood for state support of the church and co-operation between church and 
state; accordingly they did not object to the exerting of state influence on the 
church. They believed that a strong temporal power unrestrained by external 
interference was essential for the well-being of a nation; therefore they were 
ready to make considerable concessions to the imperial power. They followed 
the so-called theory of “economy,” which stated that the church in its relation 
to the state should accommodate itself to circumstances; to justify the theory 
of economy the politicians usually referred to the life of the Apostles and the 
Holy Fathers. Recognizing the importance of education, they tried to fill the 
ecclesiastical offices with cultured and educated men. As they interpreted the 
rules of strict morality rather liberally and lacked sympathy with severe asceti- 
cism, the politicians sought support not among the monks, but among the 
secular clergy and the educated classes of society. 

Naturally, the activities of both parties greatly differed. The Russian church 
historian A. Lebedev, said: “When the politicians were acting on the church 
stage, they put their theories into effect smoothly and with comparative peace; 
on the contrary, when the zealots had the reins of government, relying upon 
so changeable an element in Byzantium as the monks and, to some degree, the 
mob, they always acted noisily, often stormily, and sometimes even sedi- 
tiously.”?°* The majority of the politicians were in favor of the Union of 
Lyons, giving their support to the religious policy of Michael Palaeologus. 

The struggles between the zealots and politicians, the origin of which some 
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scholars trace back to the epoch of iconoclasm and the disputes between the 
Ignatians and Photians in the ninth century, were felt, of course, by the people 
and aroused great agitation. Sometimes matters came to such a pass that one 
house and one family held representatives of both parties; a historian of that 
time said: “The church schism has reached such a point that it separates the 
dwellers of one house: father is opposed to son, mother to daughter, sister-in- 
law to mother-in-law.”?** 

Under Michael Palaeologus the zealots, or, as they were sometimes called at 
the end of the thirteenth and beginning of the fourteenth century, the Ar- 
senites, displayed intensive activity. The word Arsenite comes from the name 
of Patriarch Arsenius, who twice mounted the patriarchal throne, the first 
time at Nicaea, the second time at Constantinople after the restoration of the 
Empire. A man of little scholarship, Arsenius was chosen patriarch by the 
Emperor of Nicaea, Theodore II Lascaris, who hoped that Arsenius, exalted 
beyond his merits, would be a mere tool in the Emperor’s hands. But Theo- 
dore’s expectations were not fulfilled. The administration of Arsenius was 
marked by severe collisions with the Emperor and led to the formation first of 
the party and then of the schism of the “Arsenites,” which agitated the Greek 
church for several decades. Arsenius did not hesitate to excommunicate 
Michael Palaeologus, who, contrary to his oath, had dethroned and blinded 
the unfortunate John IV Lascaris, the last Emperor of Nicaea. The infuriated 
Emperor deposed Arsenius and sent him into exile, where he died. Arsenius 
considered his deposition and the ordination of the new patriarchs of Con- 
stantinople misdeeds which were bringing about the ruin of the church. Ar- 
senius’ ideas roused the people and found not a few partisans among both 
clergy and laymen. The result was the formation of the schism of the “Ar- 
senites,” who chose as their motto a sentence of the Apostle Paul: “Touch not; 
. .. handle not” (Coloss., 2:21), i.e. touch not those whom Arsenius has con- 
demned. Eager guardians of Eastern Orthodoxy, the Arsenites are distin- 
guished from the zealots only by their position in regard to the Patriarch Ar- 
senius. 

The Arsenites gained strong support from the people, among whom they 
sent secret agents, pilgrims and vagrants, called by the populace “godly men” 
and by a historian, Pachymeres, “wearers of sackcloth” (caxxodépot) ,”*° 
who made their way into many families and sowed there the seeds of schism. 
A Russian church historian, J. E. Troizky, described the situation as follows: 


There was in the Byzantine Empire a force, dark and unrecognized. It was a strange 
force. It had no name, and revealed itself only in moments of emergency. It was 
complicated, intricate, and of doubtful origin and character. It consisted of the most 
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manifold elements. Its members were beggars, “wearers of sackcloth,” pilgrims. 
simpletons, obscure wanderers, madmen, and other disreputable people—men of 
unknown origin, without settled homes. For various reasons they were joined by 
disgraced dignitaries, deposed bishops, interdicted priests, monks expelled from their 
monasteries, and sometimes even by dishonored members of the imperial family. 
The spirit of this party was determined by its origin and composition. Created by 
abnormal social conditions, it offered a secret opposition, in general passive but 
effective, to these conditions and to the power responsible for them, that is, the im- 
perial power. This opposition was usually expressed by spreading rumors which 
more or less compromised persons in government authority. This force seldom 
ventured openly to provoke political punishment, but it often seriously affected the 
government, whose fear was the greater, because, on the one hand, the secret activity 
was very difficult to trace, and, on the other hand, it had a great effect on the social 
organization. The people, miserable, depressed, and ignorant, and therefore credu- 
lous and superstitious, constantly persecuted both by external enemies and state 
officials, burdened with exorbitant taxes, and crushed under the pressure of the 
privileged classes and foreign merchant monopolists—the people were very easily 
influenced by the insinuations coming from the out-of-the-way places where lived 
the representatives of the secret force. This was the more true because the force. 
formed from the people and subject to the conditions under. which they lived, had 
the secret of playing upon their feelings at the decisive moment. The populace of the 
capital itself was particularly affected by these insinuatipns. . . . This force in its 
opposition to the government used different slogans; but its opposition was particu- 
larly dangerous to the head of the state, when upon its banner was exhibited the 
magic word “Orthodoxy.”?°® 


Under Michael Palaeologus the partisans of the blinded ex-Emperor John 
Lascaris joined the Arsenites. 

The government of Michael Palaeologus resorted to measures of compulsion 
and severity and the Arsenites were forced to flee from the capital, where their 
activity had been almost exclusively concentrated. The provinces were now 
open to their propaganda, and the provincial population, in huge crowds, 
thronged to listen to their inflammatory speeches condemning the Emperor 
and exalting the deposed patriarch. Arsenius’ death failed to put an end to 
the schism, and the struggle continued. As J. Troizky said, the struggle of the 
parties under Michael, “by its feverish animation and unscrupulousness, re- 
minds us of the stormiest times of the heresy struggles in the fourth, fifth, and 
sixth centuries.”?°? 

The Union of Lyons changed in many respects the position of the Arsenite 
party. The question of union presented a broader interest, for it touched the 
main foundation of the Greek church—Orthodoxy. The Arsenites with their 
narrow interests and biased speculations were pushed temporarily into the 
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background; the attention of the government and people was turned almost 
exclusively to the problem of the union. This fact explains the almost complete 
silence of the sources upon the activity of the Arsenites from the time of the 
Union of Lyons to the death of Michael VIII. There is a rather hazy indica- 
tion that in 1278 an Arsenite council was held in Thessaly or Epirus; its chief 
aim was to secure the triumph of the Arsenite cause and to glorify Arsenius’ 
memory.”** 

Feeling this stubborn opposition, open and secret, to his plans for union, 
Michael behaved with great cruelty in the last years of his reign. 

His successor and son Andronicus II inherited from his father two difficult 
problems in the ecclesiastical life of the Empire: the union, and the strife be- 
tween the Arsenites and the official church. First of all, the new Emperor 
solemnly renounced the union and restored Orthodoxy. A historian of that 
time wrote: “Envoys were sent everywhere carrying the imperial decrees 
which announced the settlement of the church disorders, free return to all 
those who had been exiled for their zeal in church affairs, and an amnesty to 
those who had suffered in any other way.”*°? The carrying out of this measure 
presented no great difficulties, because the great majority of the Eastern clergy 
and population was opposed to the union with the Roman church. The Union 
of Lyons lasted formally for eight years (1274-82). 

The abolition of the union meant the triumph of the ideas of the zealots and 
Arsenites, who were the convinced enemies of union, the “uniates,” and of 
everything Latin. But the Arsenites were not satisfied. They took part on the 
side of Lascaris in a political plot against the Emperor, hoping, in the case 
of success, to obtain exclusive influence in the state. But the conspiracy was 
disclosed in time and put down; thereafter the Arsenite schism gradually 
disappeared and did not survive Andronicus the Elder, who, in spite of many 
troubles from the Arsenites, finally consented to their solemn reconciliation 
with the church. After the reconciliation, a few of the schismatic Arsenites 
“seceded from the agreement and began to live apart in schism again”;?°° 
but J. Troizky, said this was “the last convulsion before the death of the out- 
of-date movement, which at that time found no support anywhere, and soon 
disappeared, leaving no trace, along with its last followers, giving place to new 
civil and ecclesiastical troubles.”?** 

Towards the end of the thirteenth century, in connection with the abolition 
of the union and triumph of the Orthodox policy, the party of the zealots, who 
placed their reliance upon the monks and monastic ideals, increased in power. 


258 See Grumel, “En Orient aprés le II® 259 Nicephorus Gregoras, Historia, VI, 1, 2; 
concile de Lyon,” Echos d’Orient, XXIV Bonn ed., I, 160. 
(1925), 324-25. 260 Ibid., VII, 9, 4; Bonn ed., I, 262. 
261 Arsenius and the Arsenites, 445. 


664 The Fall of Byzantium 


In the fourteenth century they showed vigorous activity not limited to church 
problems, but extended to politics and social movements. For example, the 
zealots took an active part in the troubles of Thessalonica in the fourteenth 
century, pursuing some political aims which have not yet been satisfactorily 
elucidated, and they sided with Emperor John V Palaeologus against Canta- 
cuzene; for this reason Iorga called the zealots “legitimists.”?*? An interesting 
attempt to expound the political ideology of the zealots, on the basis of an 
unpublished oration of the famous Byzantine mystic Nicholas Cabasilas has 
been recently made by the Roumanian scholar Tafrali.?°* 

In the farst half of the fourteenth century the zealots and monks gradually 
got the upper hand of the secular clergy. This movement ended in the com- 
exclusively occupied by monks, and the patriarchal throne of Constantinople 
in the epoch of the so-called Hesychast controversies. This period saw the last 
patriarch elected from the state officials and the last patriarch elected from the 
secular clergy. “From this time on the highest posts in the hierarchy are 
exclusively occupied by monks, and the patriarchal throne of Constantinople 
becomes for a long time the property of the representatives of Mt. Athos.”?** 

Under Andronicus II the Elder an important change in the administration 
of Athos took place. At the end of the eleventh century Alexius Comnenus had 
freed Athos from submission to any outside ecclesiastical or civil power and 
placed the monasteries of Athos under the control of the Emperor alone. 
He ordained the protos, that is to say, the head of the council of abbots 
(igumens), to whom the administration of the monasteries was entrusted. 
Andronicus the Elder renounced direct power over Mount Athos and handed 
the monasteries over to the patriarch of Constantinople, who was to ordain the 
protos. In the imperial charter (chrysobull) granted on this occasion, the 
protos of Mount Athos, this “second paradise or starry heaven or refuge of all 
virtues,” was to be “under the great spiritual power of the Patriarch.””* 

With the name of Andronicus the Elder is connected the last important re- 
form of the ecclesiastical organization in the history of Byzantium, a new dis- 
tribution of the eparchies in accordance with the reduced territory of the Em- 
pire. In spite of some changes under the Comneni and Angeli, the distribution 
of the eparchies and episcopal sees at the end of the thirteenth century cor- 
responded nominally to the distribution usually ascribed to Leo the Wise in 
about goo. But in the thirteenth century circumstances completely changed. 
The territory of the Empire was reduced: Asia Minor was almost entirely lost: 
in Europe, the Slavonic and Latin states occupied the major part of the land 
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which had belonged before to the Empire. Nevertheless “the list of the metro- 
poles submitted to the Apostolic and Patriarchal throne of the city protected 
by God, Constantinople,”?** which was drawn up under Andronicus the 
Elder, entirely disregards the modest extent of the territory of the Empire: the 
list enumerates a long line of cities in foreign regions and lands, which in ec- 
clesiastical respects were subject to the patriarch of Constantinople. Of the 
more distant points indicated in this list one may notice several metropoles in 
the Caucasian regions, in the Crimea, Russia, Galich, and Lithuania. The 
distribution of the metropoles under Andronicus the Elder is also important, 
because with some changes which were introduced later, it is still in force in 
Constantinople. “The list at present in force of the metropoles of the Oecu- 
menical throne,” wrote a Russian specialist in the field of the Christian East, 
J. Sokolov, “goes back to ancient times and in one part is a direct and un- 
doubted continuation from the Byzantine epoch.”?* 

The Hesychast movement.—In the first half of the fourteenth century the 
interesting Hesychast movement, mystical and religious, made its appearance 
in Byzantium and gave rise to eager controversies and vigorous polemic. Hesy- 
chasts (Greek word jovxacrai), i.e. “those who live in quiet,” or quictists, 
was the name given to the men whose goal was indivisible and full unity with 
God, and who chose as the only way to its attainment complete seclusion from 
the world, hesychia (jovyia) which meant “silence, speechlessness.” 

The quarrel of the Hesychasts, which greatly disturbed the inner life of the 
state, originated in the troubled and complicated period when the Empire was 
struggling for its existence, first against invasion by the Turks and later the 
Serbs, and second, against severe internal troubles arising from the stubborn 
conflict of the two Andronicoi, grandfather and grandson, and of John Palaeo- 
logus and John Cantacuzene. Only a short time had elapsed since the schism 
of the Arsenites, which had greatly disturbed church and state affairs. 


A Greek monk, Barlaam, who arrived from south Italy (Calabria), began | 


the quarrel. He distorted and ridiculed the Hesychast doctrine prevalent 
chiefly in the Athonian monasteries, which was communicated erroneously to 
hina by an uneducated Byzantine nm monk. A report presented to the patriarch 
contains these lines: “Until the most recent time we had lived in peace and 
stillness, receiving the word of faith and piety with confidence and cordial 
simplicity, when, through the envy of the devil and insolence of his own mind 
a certain Barlaam was raised against the Hesychasts who, in the simplicity 
of their heart, live a life pure and near to God.”*°* Athos, which had always 
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_4een the guardian of the purity of Eastern Orthodoxy and monastic ideals, was 
_painfully affected by this quarrel and, of course, took a leading part in its 
development and solution. 

Scholars consider this quarrel a very important event of the fourteenth cen- 
tury. The German Byzantinist Gelzer rather exaggerated when he said this 
ecclesiastical struggle “belongs to the most remarkable and, in its cultural and 
historical aspect, the most interesting phenomena of all times.”*®* Another 
scholar, the more recent investigator of the problem, a Greek who received 
his education in Russia, Papamichael, considered the Hesychast movement 
the most important cultural phenomenon of the epoch, deserving attentive 
study.” Scholars vary greatly concerning the inner conception of the Hesv- 
chast movement. Troizky saw in this movement the continuation of the 
struggle between the zealots and the politicians,*”* or, in other words, the 
monks and the secular clergy, a struggle which, during the Hesychast quarrel, 
ended in complete triumph for the monks. Th. Uspensky came to the con- 
clusion that the Hesychast quarrel was a conflict between two philosophical 
schools, the Aristotelian, whose doctrines had been adopted by the Eastern 
church, and the Platonic, whose followers were anathematized by the Church. 
Later the conflict was transferred into the theological sphere. The historical 
significance of the chief spokesmen for the Hesychast doctrine comes from the 
fact that they were not only the spokesmen for the Greek national ideas in 
the struggle with the West, but, still more important, stood at the head of the 
monastic movement and had the support of Athos and the monasteries in the 
Balkan peninsula which depended upon the Holy Mountain.””? A more recent 
investigator of this problem, Papamichael, whose book came out in 1911, did 
not deny that the struggle of the monks (the party of the zealots) with the 
politicians, and some philosophical speculation, were secondary factors in 
the movement; but he believed that the correct interpretation of the Hesychast 
quarrel lies primarily in the purely religious domain. On the one hand it is 
found in that intense mysticism prevalent at that time, not only in the West 
but also in the East, especially in Athos; on the other hand, in the_attempt of 
the western Greek monk Barlaam to Latinize the Orthodox Byzantine East. 
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by rationalistic and sarcastic attacks, which shook monastic authority in By- 
zantium.””* 

Barlaam’s Latin proselyting is not yet satisfactorily proved. Putting that 
aside, the Hesychast movement, though primarily religious, became still more 
interesting in connection with the prevailing mysticism in western and eastern 
Europe, and with some cultural phenomena of the epoch of the Italian renais- 
sance. The study of this aspect of the Hesychast movement belongs to the 
future. 

The most prominent of the Hesychasts in the fourteenth century and the 
man who best reduced to a system the doctrine of Aesychia was the archbishop 
of Thessalonica, Gregorius Palamas, a well-educated man and an able writer, 
a sworn adversary of Barlaam and the head of the party of the Palamites, 
named from him. At the same time many other Hesychasts were explaining 
and interpreting the doctrine of hesychia, especially a Byzantine mystic, un- 
fortunately very little known, Nicholas Cabasilas, whose ideas and works 
deserve careful study. 

According to the above-mentioned work of Papamichael and its exposition 
by J. Sokolov, the Hesychasts devote themselves entirely to the knowledge 
and contemplation of God, and the attainment of unity with Him, and con- 
centrate all their strength for this purpose. They retire “from the whole 
world and all that reminds them of the world,” and isolate themselves “by 
means of the concentration and gathering of the mind in themselves.” To 
attain this concentration the Hesychast has to detach himself from all imagina- 
tion, all conceptions, all thoughts, and free his mind from all knowledge, in 
order to be able freely, by an absolute independent flight, to merge easily 
into the truly mystic darkness of ignorance. The highest, most sincere, and 
most perfect prayer of the perfect Hesychasts is an immediate intercourse 
with God, in which there exist no thoughts, ideas, images of the present or 
recollection of the past. This is the highest contemplation—the contemplation 
of God one and alone, the perfect ecstasy of mind and withdrawal from 
matter. No thought is more perfect or higher than such a prayer. It is a state 
of ecstasy, a mystic unity with God, deification (apotheosis; 7 Aéwors). In 
this state the mind wholly transcends the limits of matter, frees itself from all 
thought, requires a complete insensibility to outward impressions and be- 
comes deaf and mute. Not only is the Hesychast entirely cut off from outward 
impressions, but he also transcends his individuality and loses consciousness 
of himself, being wholly absorbed in the contemplation of God. Therefore 
he who has reached ecstasy no longer lives a personal and individual life; 
his spiritual and corporeal life stops, his mind remains immovable, attached 
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to the object of contemplation. Thus, the basis and center of Aesychia is the 
love of God from soul, heart, and mind, and the desire for divine contempla- 
tion through the abnegation of everything, however small and remote, which 
might recall the world and its contents. The goal of the Hesychasts is attained 
_Ay absolute isolation and silence, by “the care of the heart” and mortification 
of the mind, continuous penitence, abundant tears, the memory of God and 
death, and the constant repetition of an “inner” prayer: “Lord Jesus Christ, 
have mercy upon me; oh, Son of God, help me.” The consequence of this 
prayerful spirit is a blissful humility. Later the doctrine of the sacred hesychia 
was more systematized, especially among the Athonian monks, where the 
way to attaining the more perfect “hesychia” was divided into several cate- 
gories and composed of definite “schemes” and “ladders,” in one of which, 
for example, are “the four deeds of the speechless”: the beginners, pro- 
gressives, successful, and perfect. Very few became perfect, i.e. attained the 
highest degree of hesychia, “contemplation.” The majority of ascetics reached 
only the first degrees.?"* 
—The leader of the Hesychast movement was the archbishop of Thessalonica 
—Gregorius Palamas. Under the protection of Andronicus II, he had received 
a broad and many-sided education at Constantinople, and he had been inclined 
from his youth to the study of the problems of monastic life. At twenty he 
took the monastic habit on Mount Athos. Then, dwelling in Athos, Thessa- 
lonica, and some isolated places in Macedonia, he excelled all his fellows on 
the Holy Mountain in ascetism and devoted all his strength to endeavoring 
to reach “contemplation.” He worked out a definition of his own of the so- 
called “contemplation” (@ewpia), and proceeded to devote his literary talents 
to the interpretation of his ascetic ideas. His intention to withdraw into com- 
plete solitude in order to devote himself wholly to the “inner” prayer was de- 
feated by the outbreak on Athos of the troubles aroused by Barlaam. 

The plans with which Barlaam came to Byzantium have not yet been satis- 
factorily elucidated. He inspired there such confidence that he was appointed 
igumen (abbot) of a monastery at Constantinople. Defeated in a discussion 
with an eminent Byzantine scholar, Nicephorus Gregoras, Barlaam fled to 
Thessalonica and thence to Athos. There through an ignorant monk he be- 
came acquainted with the doctrine of hesychia. He accused the Hesychasts 
who attained the highest degree of perfection “of seeing with their corporeal 
eyes, the divine and uncreated light shining around them”; thus, the monks 
destroy the dogmas of the church, if they affirm that they see the divine light 
with their corporeal eyes, for thereby they declare the divine blessing created 
and the divine being apprehensible. 

The literary dispute which arose on this point between Palamas and Bar- 
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laam and created the parties of the Palamites and Barlaamites, had no definite 
result. The matter_was transferred-to-Constantinople, where it was decided 
tq convoke a council. The council was to deal with the problem of the nature 
of the light of Thabor, that is to say, of the light which had shone on Christ 
and which His disciples had seen on the mountain of Thabor during the 
Transfiguration. Was that light created or uncreated? In the doctrine of 
Palamas, the light or shining which the perfect Hesychasts were deemed 
worthy to attain was in truth a light identical with the light of Thabor; the 
divine light was uncreated, and the light of Thabor was also uncreated. 

At the council summoned in the church of St. Sophia, Palamas gained the 
upper hand of Barlaam, who was forced publicly to express repentance for 
his error. However, the sources on that council are rather contradictory, and 
Th. Uspensky, for example, was inclined to be doubtful about whether, as a 
result of the council, Barlaam was condemned or pardoned. In any case, 
Palamas was dissatisfied with the decision of the council.?”° 

Church troubles continued, debatable questions were discussed at other 
councils, and the representatives of the church were entangled in the political 
complications of the strife between John Palaeologus and John Cantacuzene. 
Palamas lived an agitated life; for a time he was even confined in prison by 
the patriarch for his religious ideas. At this time he met with an active oppo- 
nent in Nicephorus Gregoras, who had formerly acted with such energy 
against Barlaam and then gone over to the side of the reconciliation with 
Rome. Finally Palamas’ cause triumphed, and his doctrine was recognized 
by the council as the true-doctrine of the whole Orthodox church. The decree 
of thé council listing “Barlaam’s blasphemies” proclaimed that “he has been 
cut off from intercourse with Christians as much for his numerous faults as 
for the fact that he called the light of the Transfiguration of the Lord, which 
appeared to His blessed disciples, who ascended the mountain with Him 
created and describable and differing in nothing from the light perceived 
by the sense.”?"* But the struggle and many misfortunes of Palamas had 
undermined his strength, and after a severe illness he died in 1360. On a beauti- 
ful miniature in a manuscript containing John Cantacuzene’s works in the 
National Library of Paris, John Cantacuzene is portrayed seated upon the 
throne at the council solving the problem of the nature of the light of 
Thabor. 

The Hesychast quarrel of the middle of the fourteenth century resulted in 
a | decisive victory for strict Orthodoxy in general and for the monastic ideals 
of Athos in particular. The monks dominated both the church and the state. 
“Fhe-dead body of Palamas’ chief opponent, Nicephorus Gregoras, was ex- 
posed to insults and dragged along the streets of the city, according to another 
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opponent, John Cyparissiotes surnamed “the Wise.”?"" At this moment, ac- 
cording to L. Bréhier, a dark future was beginning for the Empire.?** But 
the German Byzantinist Gelzer drew a rather idyllic picture of the life of the 
Athonian monks of the period. He wrote: 


The Holy Mountain proved to be the Zion of the true faith. In the horrible crisis 
of the death of the whole nation, when the Ottomans were mercilessly treading down 
the Roman people, Athos became a refuge, whose stillness was sought by broken 
souls, and many strong hearts, which had been led astray in their earthly life, pre- 
ferred in isolation from the world to live through their moral strife in union with 
God. In those sad times monastic life offered the unfortunate nation the only perma- 
nent and real consolation.?"° 


The role of the Hesychasts in the political struggle of their epoch has not 
yet been clearly determined, but the leaders of the political parties, such 
as Palaeologus and Cantacuzene, realized plainly the significance and strength 
of the Hesychasts and turned to them more than once for help in purely 
secular problems. But the threatening political situation, such as the ever pres- 
ent Turkish danger, for instance, compelled the Emperors—even those who 
sought for the support of the Hesychasts—to deviate from the strict Orthodoxy 
of the triumphant Palamas and his partisans, and seek for reconciliation with 
the Roman church, which, in the opinion of the Eastern emperors, alone could 
rouse western Europe to defend Christianity. This leaning to the West grew 
particularly strong, when, after Cantacuzene’s deposition, there established 
himself on the throne John V Palaeologus, half-Latin on his mother’s side, 
who himself became Catholic. 

The conversion to Catholicism of Emperor John V—Towards the seventh 
decade of the fourteenth century the Turks were the masters of Asia Minor 
and the peninsula of Gallipoli in Europe, and were beginning to advance 
through the Balkan peninsula and threatening to encircle Constantinople. 
John V Palaeologus put all his trust in the pope. 

The fourteenth century was the epoch of the so-called “Babylonian Cap- 
tivity”; from 1305 to 1378 the seven popes consecutively occupying the throne 
of St. Peter had a more or less permanent residence on the Rhone, at Avignon, 
and were practically dependent on the French kings. The papal appeals to 
the western rulers for aid against the Turks were fruitless or brought about 
only small expeditions, sometimes temporarily successful, but of no perma- 
nent help. There was no longer any crusading enthusiasm in the West. Also, 
in the opinion of the west Europeans of that time, the schismatic Greeks were 
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more repulsive than the Muslim Turks. Petrarca wrote: “The Turks are 
enemies, but the Greeks are schismatics and worse than enemies.”2°° 

In 1367 Pope Urban V decided to move from Avignon to Rome. On his way 
to the Eternal City he was met by Byzantine envoys who notified him that 
the Emperor was anxious to adopt Catholicism and for this purpose was 
ready to come to Rome. John V arrived in Rome by sea, via Naples.?** That 
John in his decision to adopt Catholicism had no support from the Byzantine 
church is clear from the fact that among the high officials who accompanied 
him to Rome there was not a single representative of the Byzantine clergy. 
In October 1369, in Rome, he solemnly read aloud his confession of faith in 
full accordance with the dogmas of the Roman Catholic church. In the 
temple of St. Peter the pope celebrated a solemn service during which John 
V once more read the confession of faith and confirmed again the dogma 
that the Holy Spirit proceeded from the Father and Son, and that the pope 
was the head of all Christians. On the same day the Emperor dined with the 
pope; all the cardinals were invited to the table. Through Naples and Venice, 
the Emperor returned to Constantinople. His stay at Venice ended in humilia- 
tion. He was arrested by the Venetians as an insolvent debtor and released 
only when his noble and energetic son, the future Emperor Manuel, came 
in person to Venice and redeemed his father. Shortly after the Emperor's 
departure, Pope Urban V returned to Avignon. 

In his encyclical letter the pope expressed his joy at John’s return to the 
Catholic faith and abjuration of the schism, and declared his hope that this 
example would be imitated by “the numberless peoples who followed the 
schism and the errors of the Greeks.” At the same time, however, the patriarch 
of Constantinople Philotheus, sent messages not only to the population of the 
Empire but also to the Orthodox Christians beyond its confines, in Syria, in 
Egypt, in the South-Slavonic countries, and in far-off Russia, urging them to 
be constant to the Orthodox faith. There was to be a stubborn resistance to 
John’s religious policy. His conversion in Rome had no real results, and he 
could receive from the pope nothing but attention, presents, and promises. 
Despite the papal appeals, western Europe sent no help against the Turks. 
John’s conversion, so solemnly proclaimed, was merely a personal affair; the 
overwhelming majority of the population of the Empire remained faithful 
to the Eastern Orthodox church.?®? Nevertheless this journey of the Emperor 
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is of interest as an episode in the history of cultural intercourse between 
Byzantium and western Europe in the epoch of the Renaissance. 

The Union of Florence—The most celebrated church union was the Union 
of Florence in 1439. At this time the political atmosphere in the Christian 
East was much more critical than at the time of John’s conversion. The sack 
of Serbia and Bulgaria by the Turks, the defeat of the crusaders at Nicopolis, 
the fruitless journey of Manuel II through western Europe, and finally the 
conquest of Thessalonica by the Turks in 1430, had put the Eastern Empire in 
a situation too critical to be saved by the Mongol defeat of the Turks at 
Angora. The Turkish successes were already a serious menace to Europe also; 
this was the reason why at the Council of Florence the necessity of a common 
Latin-Greek struggle against the Turks was so strongly felt. But in spite of the 
desperate situation, the Orthodox nationalistic party in Byzantium opposed 
the idea of union, not only from the fear of losing the purity of Greek Ortho- 
doxy, but also from the feeling that western aid bought by the price of union 
would result in the political supremacy of the West over the East: in other 
words, the impending domination of the Turks might be replaced by that 
of the Latins. At the beginning of the fifteenth century, a Byzantine polemist, 
Joseph Bryennius, wrote: “Let no one be deceived by delusive hopes that 
the Italian allied troops will sooner or later come to us. But if they do pretend 
to rise to defend us, they will take arms in order to destroy our city, race, and 
name.”?°? In the fifteenth century, this apprehension was justified by the 
political plans of Alfonso the Magnanimous against the East. 

About the same time in the West, after the Councils of Pisa and Constance, 
there was convoked the third great council of the fifteenth century, the 
Council of Basel, which announced as its program the reform of the Church 
in its head and members, and the settlement of the Hussite movement which, 
after the death of John Huss, had spread very widely. Pope Eugenius [V was 
not in sympathy with the council. The Council of Basel and the pope, at 
the same time and independently of each other, opened negotiations with 
Emperor John VIII. The Council of Basel and Constantinople exchanged 
embassies, and among the Greek envoys was the igumen (abbot) of a Con- 
stantinopolitan monastery, Isidore, the future metropolitan of Moscow. He 
delivered a speech in favor of church union which, he said, “would create a 
great monument vying with the Colossus of Rhodes, whose top would reach 
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the sky and whose brilliancy would be seen in East and West.”?*4 After fruit- 
less disputes concerning the place of a future council, the Fathers of the 
Council of Basel decided they would settle the Hussite quarrel, and then 
consider the Greek problem. The Byzantine Greeks, representatives of true 
Orthodoxy, were deeply offended at being put on the same footing with the 
“heretic” Hussites. “A real storm burst out” at Constantinople.?®> Meanwhile, 
the Emperor was nearing agreement with the pope, who was taking over the 
leadership in the union negotiations. Fearing the reformatory tendencies of 
the Council of Basel, Eugenius IV transferred the council to the north-Italian 
city of Ferrara, and when the plague broke out there, to Florence. Some of the 
members of the council, however, in disobedience to the papal orders, re- 
mained at Basel and even elected another pope. 

The meetings of the Council of Ferrara-Florence were held with unusual 
solemnity. Emperor John VIII with his brother; Joseph, the patriarch of Con- 
stantinople; Mark (Marcus), the metropolitan of Ephesus, a convinced op- 
ponent of the union; Bessarion, the gifted and highly educated supporter 
of the union; and a great number of other representatives of the clergy and 
laity arrived at Ferrara by way of Venice. The Grand Prince of Moscow, 
Vasili II the Dark (or Blind), sent to the council Isidore, metropolitan of 
Moscow, who was favorably inclined to the union; a numerous retinue of the 
Russian clergy and laity accompanied him. This was the time of the very 
flower of the Italian Renaissance. Ferrara under the House of Este and Flor- 
ence under the House of Medici were brilliant centers of artistic and intel- 
lectual activity. 

The quarrels and debates at the Council, which were reduced to the two 
chief problems, the filiogue and the primacy of the pope, dragged on for a 
long time. Not all the Greeks were willing to recognize these dogmas, and 
the weary Emperor was on the point of leaving Florence. Patriarch Joseph, 
who was opposed to the union, died at Florence before its official promulga- 
tion. But Isidore, the metropolitan of Moscow, worked very actively in favor 
of the union. Finally, the decree of union drawn up in two languages was 
solemnly promulgated in the presence of the Emperor on July 6, 1439, in the 
cathedral of Florence, Santa Maria del Fiore. Several Greeks, however, with 
Mark of Ephesus at their head, refused to sign the decree. 

In Italy there exist today a number of marks of the union of Florence. A 
very interesting contemporary copy of the decree of union, written in three 
languages, Latin, Greek, and Slavonic, is preserved and exhibited in one of the 
libraries of Florence, Biblioteca Laurenziana; besides the Greek and Latin 
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signatures to this document, there is the Russian signature “of the humble 
bishop Abramius of Suzdal,” who was present at the council. The cathedral 
of Florence, Santa Maria del Fiore, where the union was promulgated, still 
exists. In another church of Florence, Santa Maria Novella, one may see today 
the funeral monument of Patriarch Joseph, who died during the council, 
with his life-size picture in fresco. Finally, in the Palazzo Riccardi, also at 
Florence, there has been preserved a fresco by the fifteenth century Italian 
painter, Benozzo Gozzoli, representing the procession of the Magi, who go 
to Bethlehem to adore the newborn Christ; in the persons of the Magi the 
painter portrayed, though rather fantastically, John Palaeologus and Patriarch 
Joseph, whose entrance into Florence he might have personally observed. 
Rome also has some relics of the Union of Florence. Between the big bas- 
reliefs, fifteenth century work with the pictures of the Savior, the Holy Virgin, 
and St. Peter and St. Paul on the well-known entrance gates into the temple 
of St. Peter, are some small bas-reliefs relating to the Council of Florence: 
the Emperor’s sailing from Constantinople, his arrival in Ferrara, a meeting 
of the Council of Florence, the Emperor’s departure with his retinue from 
Venice. Finally, in one of the museums of Rome there is preserved a beautiful 
bronze life-size bust of John Palaeologus wearing a pointed hat. This bust, 
which is often reproduced, was perhaps made from life during the Emperor's 
stay at Florence.?*® 

Like the Union of Lyon, the Union of Florence was not accepted in the 
East, and on his return to Constantinople John very soon realized that his 
enterprise had miscarried. A numerous Orthodox party gathered around 
Mark of Ephesus, who had refused to sign the decree of union; many of those 
who had signed withdrew their signatures. At Moscow, Isidore ordered 
the decree of union to be solemnly read in the Cathedral of the Assumption 
(Uspenski Cathedral), but he found no support. The Grand Prince called him 
no longer the shepherd and teacher of his flock but a ravening wolf, and 
he was placed under arrest in a monastery, from which he escaped to Rome. 
The eastern patriarchs of Alexandria, Antioch, and Jerusalem also declared 
against the union, and at the Council of Jerusalem, in 1443, the Council of 
Florence was called “impure (juapa).”?*" 

The Catholic church, however, still recognizes the validity of the decree of 
the Council of Florence, and as late as the nineteenth century Pope Leo 
XIII in his encyclical concerning the union of the churches appealed to the 
Orthodox to return to the decree of union. 
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The last Byzantine emperor, Constantine XI, like his brother John VIII, 
believed that the salvation of the perishing Empire lay in union with the 
western church. 

The question of the Council of St. Sophia—Some scholars assume that in 
1450 in the church of St. Sophia, a council was summoned which was attended 
by numerous representatives of the Orthodox clergy who had come to Con- 
stantinople, among them the patriarchs of Antioch, Alexandria, and Jeru- 
salem; this council condemned the union and its partisans and announced 
the restoration of Orthodoxy. Leo Allatius, a very well-known scholar in 
Italy in the seventeenth century, was the first to publish the fragments of the 
acts of this council but he considered them spurious. Since then the opinions 
of scholars have been divided: some, following the example of Allatius, re- 
garded the acts of the council as spurious and affirmed that the council itself 
never existed; others, Greek theologians and Greek scholars in particular, 
who were exceedingly interested in such a council, considered the published 
acts genuine and the convocation of the Council of St. Sophia a historical fact. 
In more recent times, the tendency has been to consider the acts of the Council 
of St. Sophia false and to deny the very fact of the convocation of the coun- 
cil,?** although some scholars still aver that the council really took place.?*® 
There is not enough evidence to affirm that under Constantine there was an 
open break from the union confirmed by a council. On the contrary, when 
he saw fatal danger approaching the city, Constantine again appealed for 
aid to the West. Instead of the desired military aid, only the former metro- 
politan of Moscow, Isidore, who had participated in the Union of Florence, 
now a cardinal in the Roman Catholic church, arrived in Constantinople and 
in December 1452, five months before the fall of the city, read in St. Sophia 
the solemn promulgation of union and celebrated the union liturgy, including 
the name of the pope. This act at such a crisis aroused the greatest agitation 
among the population of the city. 

After the fall of Constantinople, the religion and religious institutions of 
the Greeks were preserved under the Turkish sway. In spite of the occasional 
violence of the Turkish government and the Muhammedan people against the 
representatives of the Greek church and the Orthodox population, under 
Muhammed II and his immediate successors the religious rights which had 
been granted the Christians were strictly observed. The patriarch, bishops, 
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and priests were proclaimed inviolable. The clergy was exempted from taxes, 
while all the rest of the Greeks were obliged to pay an annual tribute (charad}). 
Half of the churches in the capital were converted into mosques, and the 
other half remained in use by the Christians. The church canons remained in 
force in all matters concerning the inner church administration, which was 
in the hands of the patriarch and bishops. The sacred patriarchal synod con- 
tinued to exist, and the patriarch along with the synod carried on the matters 
of church administration. All religious services could be freely celebrated: 
in all cities and villages, for instance, Easter might be solemnly celebrated. 
This religious toleration in the Turkish Empire has been preserved to the 
present day,”®° although in the course of time, cases of Turkish violation of 
the religious rights of the Christians became more frequent, and the position 
of the Christian population was from time to time very difficult. 

The first patriarch of Constantinople under the new rule was elected by 
the clergy soon after the capture of the city by the Turks, and he was 
recognized by the sultan. The choice fell on Gennadius (George) Scholarius. 
He had accompanied John VIII to the Council of Ferrara and Florence and 
had been then a partisan of union, but later he changed his mind and became 
a zealous defender of Orthodoxy. With his accession, the Greco-Roman 
union entirely ceased to exist. 


POLITICAL AND SOCIAL CONDITIONS IN THE EMPIRE 


The problem of the internal conditions of the Empire under the Palacologi 
is among the least studied and most complicated problems of Byzantine 
history. The sources on this subject, numerous and manifold, have not yet 
been satisfactorily examined or adequately estimated. Much precious material, 
especially imperial chrysobulls and monastic and private charters, is still 
preserved unpublished among manuscript treasures of different libraries in the 
East and West; in this respect the manuscripts of the Athonian monasteries 
are of the greatest importance. But the Orthodox monks of Mount Athos were 
too watchful guards of their libraries, and in the eighteenth century and the 
first half of the nineteenth, the Athonian manuscripts were practically inac- 
cessible to scholars who were not of the Orthodox faith. For this reason in the 
earlier study of Athonian manuscripts the Russian Orthodox scholars played 
a very important part. 

In the eighteenth century, a Russian traveler, V. G. Barsky, visited the 
Athonian monasteries twice (in 1725-26 and in 1744). He was the first to 
become acquainted with the hidden archives and, through his detailed 
description, he threw light on a rich mine of historical sources preserved 


290 The Turkish Empire was changed to a republic in 1923. 


Political and Social Conditions 677 


in the Athonian libraries.”** In the nineteenth century, the Russian scholars, 
Bishop Porphyrius (Uspensky), P. Sevastyanov, T. Florinsky, and V. Regel, 
worked assiduously in the monasteries of the Holy Mountain and published 
a long series of very important documents on the internal situation of the 
Byzantine Empire. Especially important are the charters published in the 
supplements to several volumes of the Russian Byzantine review, Vizantiysky 
Vremennik, which have not yet been thoroughly studied. At the very end of 
the nineteenth century, a Greek scholar, Sp. Lampros, published a catalogue 
of the Greek manuscripts on Mount Athos. But owing to circumstances be- 
yond his control, Lampros could not include in his catalogue the two most 
important collections of manuscripts preserved in the monasteries of the 
Laura and of Vatopedi. The catalogue of the Greek manuscripts in the library 
of the monastery of Vatopedi came to light in 1924.79? In 1915, the French 
scholar G. Millet was sent on a mission to Mount Athos, where he collected a 
series of documents from the archives of the Laura, which is, according to a 
chrysobull, “the head and Acropolis of the whole monastic republic.”?”* 

In the preface to the Vatopedi catalogue, the authors declared: “The Holy 
Mountain has preserved and saved intact Byzantine civilization and the 
spiritual forces of the Hellenic people.”?** 

Rich material on the Palaeologian epoch is also to be found in other libraries. 
Of great importance is the collection published by Miklosich and Miller, 
Acta et diplomata graeca medi aevi, as well as numerous editions of Greek 
texts by a Greek scholar, C. Sathas. Finally, the acts of the monastery of 
Vazelon, near Trebizond, recently published, give new and rich material for 
the history of peasant and monastery landownership, not only in the Empire 
of Trebizond, but in Byzantium in general from the thirteenth to the fifteenth 
century.”” 

As the territory of the restored Empire of the Palacologi was s small and 


was continually feduced and es eo by the - Normans, 
“Turks, Serbs, Venetians, and-Genoese, the Empire-under the Palacologi 


—passed into the seeondary-ramk and v was no longer a normal and well-or- 
~ ganiz ~ ganized st state. Disorganization in all parts of the state machinery and decay 
of the central imperial p power are the characteristic traits of the period. The 
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long dynastic strife of the two Andronicoi, grandfather and grandson, and 


of John V Palaeologus and John Cantacuzene; submission to the popes with 
the view of achieving union and in connection with this, the sometimes hu- 
miliating voyages to western Europe of the emperors (John V, who was ar- 

C_ rested at Venice for debt, Manuel II, and John VIII, similar abasement and 
humiliation before the Turkish sultans in various forms), the payment of 
tribute, forced stays at the Turkish court, and the giving of the imperial 
princesses in marriage—all this weakened and degraded the power of the By- 
zantine basileus in the eyes of the people. 

Constantinople itself, which had passed into the hands of the Palaeologi 
after sack and pillage by the Latins, was a ruin of the city it had been before. 
Greek writers and various foreign travelers and pilgrims, who visited Con- 
stantinople at that time, all testify to the decay of the capital. 


_—_—-- 


~ At the beginning of the fourteenth century, an Arab geographer, Abulfeda, 
after briefly enumerating the most important monuments of Constantinople, 
remarked: “Within the city there are sown fields and gardens, and many 
destroyed houses.”*°° At the very beginning of the fifteenth century a Spanish 
traveler, Ruy Gonzales de Clavijo, wrote: “Everywhere throughout the city 
there are many great palaces, churches and monasteries, but most of them 
are now in ruin. It is, however, plain that in former times when Constantinople 
was in its pristine state it was one of the noblest capitals of the world.” In 
contrast with Constantinople, when Clavijo visited the Genoese settlement 
across the Golden Horn, at Pera, he noted: “The city of Pera is only a small 
township, but very populous. It is surrounded by a strong wall and has ex- 
cellent houses, all well built.”*°? At the same time, an Italian, Buondelmont 
of Florence, wrote that one of the most famous churches of Constantinople, 
the Church of the Holy Apostles, was in a state of decay (ecclesia jam de- 
rupta).*°® None the less, pious pilgrims from different countries, who visited 
Constantinople in the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries, among them seven 
Russian pilgrims, were amazed and spellbound by the decorations and relics 
of the Constantinopolitan church.”*® In 1287, the monk Rabban Sauma, an 
envoy of the king of the Mongols, after meeting the Emperor, Andronicus II, 
and with his special permission, piously visited the churches and relics of the 
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moralist, Ghillebert de Lannoy, was kindly received by the Emperor and by 
his young son and heir, who allowed him to visit “the marvels and antiquities 
of the city and of the churches.”3° 

In 1437, a Spanish traveler, Pero Tafur, was graciously treated at Constan- 
tinople by Emperor John VIII. When, on his way back from the Crimea 
and Trebizond, Pero Tafur visited Constantinople again, the “Despot Dragas,” 
John’s brother, was governing there, for John himself at that time was in 
Italy. Tafur remarked that “the church they called Valayerna [Blachernae] 
is today so burnt that it cannot be repaired”; that “the dockyard must have 
been magnificent; even now it is sufficient to house the ships.” “The Emperor’s 
Palace must have been very magnificent, but now it is in such state that both 
it and the city show well the evils which the people have suffered and still 
endure. ... The city is sparsely populated. . . . The inhabitants are not 
well clad, but sad and poor, showing the hardship of their lot which is, how- 
ever, not so bad as they deserve, for they are a vicious people, steeped in sin.” 
Perhaps it would not be amiss to add this statement of Tafur: “The Em- 
peror’s state is as splendid as ever, for nothing is omitted from the ancient 
ceremonies, but, properly regarded, he is like a Bishop without a See.’”*°? 

After the Turkish and Serbian conquests in the Balkan peninsula in the 
second half of the fourteenth century, Constantinople with its nearest pos- 
sessions in Thrace was surrounded by the dominions of the Turks and could 
hardly maintain by sea, relations with the territories which still composed a 
part of the Empire: Thessalonica, Thessaly, and the Despotat of Morea. These 
territories therefore became almost independent of the central government. 
Under these new conditions, when the sea route from the northern shore of 
the Black Sea, very important for the corn supply of the capital, was cut off 
by the Turks, the island of Lemnos, in the north of the Archipelago, became 
for atime a granary for Constantinople.*°* | 

Owing to the feudalizing processes within the Empire which had begun 
before the Palaeologi, the skillfully organized central state machinery gradu- 
ally weakened; at times, the central departments had almost nothing to do, 
for the Empire was disunited and disorganized to an extreme degree. Under 
the Palaeologi, finances, which had been undermined at the root by the Latin 
regime, became absolutely exhausted. The taxes from the few devastated 
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provinces which still remained in the hands of the Emperor were not paid: 
all the balances of the funds were spent; the imperial jewelry was sold; sol- 
diers could not be fed; misery reigned everywhere.*** A historian of the 
fourteenth century, Nicephorus Gregoras, described the wedding festivities 
of John V: 


At that time, the palace was so poor that there was in it no cup or goblet of gold or 
silver; some were of pewter, and all the rest of clay . . . at that festival most of the 
imperial diadems and garb showed only the semblance of gold and jewels; [in 
reality | they were of leather and were but gilded, as tanners do sometimes, or of glass 
which reflected in different colors; only seldom, here and there, were precious stones 
having a genuine charm and the brilliancy of pearls, which does not mislead the 
eyes. To such a degree the ancient prosperity and brilliance of the Roman Empire 
had fallen, entirely gone out and perished, that, not without shame, I tell you this 


story.*°* 


The cities particularly threatened by the Turks began to be deserted by 
their population. After the taking of Callipolis (Gallipoli) by the Turks a 
number of inhabitants of Constantinople left for the West.?°* In 1425 many 
people emigrated from Thessalonica, and some of them went to Constanti- 
nople in the hope that the capital was more secure than Thessalonica.*** This 
was the critical time when Thessalonica was occupied by the Venetians, and 
the Turks were about to seize the city, which actually happened in 1430. 

_ The reduced territory-of the Empire and the very small Sei ome 
it impossible for the Palaeologian government to keep” a farge local army 
so that the army was composed of mercenaries eof various nationalities Under 
Fas Bn og rer (Catalan) companies, Turks, Genoese, 
and Venetians, Serbs and Bulgars. There were also, as before, Anglo-Saxon 
mercenaries, the so-called Varangians or Anglo-Varangians, and Vardariots. 
of Turkish stock.°° Unable to pay its mercenaries well, the government was 
forced sometimes to tolerate their arrogant restlessness and their devastation 
of entire provinces and large centers, as, for example, the bloody passage of 
the Catalans through the Balkan peninsula. Having a weak and disorganized 
land army, the Palaeologi endeavored in vain to restore the navy, which was 
in a state of complete decay. Michael Palaeologus accomplished something. 
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But his successor, Andronicus II, neglected the fleet again, so that the islands 
of the Archipelago which were under the control of the Empire could no 
longer be protected against the aggressions of the pirates.*°® The navy could 
do nothing against the well equipped and strong fleets of the Genoese and 
Venetians, or even against the Turkish fleet, which had just made its appear- 
ance. The Black and Aegean Seas passed entirely out of the control of By- 
zantium, and in the fourteenth century and the first half of the fifteenth the 
fleets of the Italian commercial republics were masters there. 

-The provincial or theme organization-had—been-broken_up_by-the-Latin- 
dominion and _ could not function normally under the Palaeologi. For-the~ 
earlier type of e of provincial administration the Empire had not enough territory. 
The former title of the governor of a theme, strategus, wholly disappeared 
‘under the ( Comneni and was replaced-by the more modest title of dux.2!° The 
term theme has sometimes been used by modern scholars for-the-province of 
Macedon and Thessaly in the fourteenth century."" But-a-province separated 
from the capital by the Turkish and Serbian domiriions became-a~sort- of 
despotat whose ruler was almost independent of the central-government. 
Usually, a member of the imperial family was at the head of such a new 
state. Atthe end of the fourteenth century Thessalonica received as her despot 
one of the sons of the Emperor John V. The Despotat of Morea was also 
ruled by sons or brothers of the imperial dynasty. 

Social relations between the higher and lower classes were very strained 
under the Palaeologi. Agriculture, always considered the real basis of the 
economic welfare of the Empire, fell into decay. Many fertile provinces were 
lost; the rest were devastated by the almost continuous civil strife and by the 
fatal passage of the Catalan companies. In Asia Minor the economic prosperity 
of the border settlers (akritaz), also based on agriculture, was thoroughly un- 
dermined by the repressive measures of Michael VIII and the victorious ad- 
vance of the Turks. 

Large landownership was a distinctive feature of the Palaeologian epoch. 
The ruined peasants were in the power of their landlords. Quite a number of 
Greeks became powerful landowners in Thessaly after 1261. In the western 
part of T hessaly, which-was seized by the Despot of Epirus, and in the north-- _ 
eastern part of Thessaly, which belonged to the Byzantine Emperor, the _ 
wealthy landlords played a most important role, and established feudal rela- 
tions with smaller landowners. But owing to the Catalan devastations at the 
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beginning of the fourteenth century and the invasions of the Albanians, the 
land system of Thessaly fell into a chaotic condition. Many Albanians became 
large landowners. Some improvement in the administration of the land was 
made, when in 1348 the king of Serbia, Stephen Dushan, took possession of 
Thessaly.**” In some mountainous parts of Thessaly there were to be found 
some individual peasant landownership and free peasant communities.*** 

On the power and wilfulness of the large landowners (archonts) in the 
Peloponnesus important information is given by Mazaris.*’* Earlier in the 
fourteenth century, John Cantacuzene wrote that the internal decay of the 
Peloponnesus was the effect not of the Turkish or Latin invasions, but of 
internal strife, which made “the Peloponnesus more desert than Scythia.” 
When Manuel, son of John V, was appointed Despot of Morea, he more or 
less restored agriculture, so that “the Peloponnesus became in a short time 
cultivated,” and the population began to come back to their homes.**® But 
the Turkish conquest put an end to the Byzantine work in Morea. 

Under the pressure of the all-powerful, large landholders, the whlagesene 
the peasantry endured great hardships. The peasantry was ruined. It is some- 
times stated that the position of the peasants;fer-example, in the district of 
Thessatonica inthe fourteenth century, at least on the estates of large tand - 
owners, was not very bad.**® But, even if this was-true, the misery of the 
peasants in general is not tha census Class serunales and the hatred of the 
lower classes for the wealthy was felt not only in the provinces, but also in 
the chief cities of the Empire. During the revolution of 1328 the populace 
of Constantinople sacked the magnificent palace of Theodore Metochites.*** 

From the point of view of the social antagonism between artistocratic and 
democratic elements, the revolutionary attempt in Thessalonica which broke 
out in the middle of the fourteenth century is exceedingly interesting and im- 
portant. The revolutionary movement rose in 1341 at Hadrianople in connec- 
tion with the proclamation of John Cantacuzene as Emperor, and manifested 
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itself in sedition, successful at first, of the populace against the rich classes 
(Svuvarot) ; then it spread to the other cities of the Empire.*!® The revolution 
of the zealots at Thessalonica, in the fifth decade of the fourteenth century, is 
particularly interesting.?*° 

The sources distinguish three classes at Thessalonica: (1) the wealthy and 
noble; (2) the middle class or bourgeoisie, “the middle” (oi péoot), to whom 
belonged merchants, manufacturers, rich craftsmen, small landowners and 
professional men; and, finally, (3) the populace—the small farmers, small 
craftsmen, sailors, and workers. While the significance and influence of the 
wealthy class was becoming more and more powerful, the position of the 
lower class, especially that of the farmers near the city, whose lands were 
continuously ruined by the enemy, was going from bad to worse. All the com- 
merce of this important economic center and the advantages connected with 
it were in the hands of the higher class. Resentment was growing, and any 
casual incident might provoke a clash. Then John Cantacuzene was pro- 
claimed Emperor with the support of the nobility; immediately the demo- 
cratic elements came to the defense of the Palaeologi. Tafrali wrote: “It was 
_no longer a struggle of the ambitions of two persons who contested with each 
other for the supreme power, but a struggle between two classes, of which 
one wanted to maintain its privileges and the other was attempting to throw 
off its yoke.”*?° One contemporary source wrote that “Thessalonica was re- 
garded as the teacher of the other cities in the uprisings of the populace against 
the aristocracy." 

At the head of the democracy of Thessalonica stood the zealots who in 1342 
expelled the nobles from the city, pillaged their rich houses, and established 
a sort of republican government by the members of the zealot party. Complica- 
tions within the city led to a bloody massacre of the nobility in 1346. Nicholas 
Cabasilas was one of the few who escaped death. Even after Cantacuzene had 
come to an agreement with John V Palaeologus, the zealot government at 
Thessalonica continued to exist and “in certain respects resembled a real 
republic.”°?? The zealots paid no attention to orders from Constantinople, and 
Thessalonica was governed as an independent republic until in 1349 John V 
and Cantacuzene finally succeeded, by their united efforts, in putting an end 
to the democratic regime of the zealots. 

The real causes of the revolution of Thessalonica are not yet quite clear. 
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The Roumanian historian, Tafrali, considered the chief cause the deplorab!c 
economic situation of the population, and saw in the zealots the champions 
of freedom and better social conditions for the future.*?* Diehl wrote: “The 
struggle of the classes, rich against poor, aristocrats against plebeians, and 
the atrocity of the struggle manifest themselves in the interesting, tragic and 
bloody history of the commune of Thessalonica in the fourteenth century : 
this struggle “betrays a vague tendency towards a communistic movement. ~ 
On the other hand, another historian maintained that in the revolt of Thessa- 
lonica the political element, that is, the struggle against the partisans of John 
Cantacuzene, prevailed over the social element.®”> This problem deserves fur- 
ther study, but it appears that the social background occupied the first place in 
the revolution of Thessalonica; however, the social problem was intermingled 
with the political interests of that time, with the civil war between John V and 
John Cantacuzene. As an example of class struggle the revolution at Thessa- 
lonica is one of the most interesting phenomena in the general history of 
medieval social problems. 

Owing to the external and internal conditions of the Empire, Byzantium 
lost control of her trade. Yet before the Turks definitely cut off all connec- 
tion, Constantinople, as before, remained a center where merchandise came 
from various quarters and where one might meet merchants of different 
nationalities. 

Francesco Balducci Pegolotti, a Florentine merchant and writer of the 
first half of the fourteenth century, a factor in the service of the mercantile 
house of the Bardi, gave valuable information about the merchandise for sale 
at Constantinople itself and at Galata or Pera, and about western merchants 
there.**° Pegolotti mentions Genoese, Venetians, Pisans, Florentines, Prov- 
encals, Catalans, Anconans, Sicilians, and “all other strangers” (¢ tutt: altri 
strani)?" A Burgundian pilgrim of the first half of the fifteenth century. 
Bertrandon de la Broquiére, wrote that he saw in Constantinople many 
merchants of various nations, but the Venetians “had more authority”; in 
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another place he mentioned Venetians, Genoese, and Catalans.*?° Of course, 
in addition there were in Constantinople many other merchants both from the 
west, for example from Ragusa on the Adriatic Sea, and from the east. Com- 
mercial intercourse in Constantinople was truly international. 
But Byzantines; it passed entirely 
into the hands of mainly those of the Venetians and | 
~Génoese but to some extent those of the Pisans, Florentines, and others. From 
the reign of Michael VIII on, Genoa occupied the first place in the economic 
life of Byzantium. The Genoese were exempt from taxes, were allowed to 
build up and fortify Galata, and organized their factories and colonies not 
only in the islands of the Aegean Sea and in Asia Minor but also on the shores 
of the Black Sea, at Trebizond, in Caffa (Theodosia) in the Crimea, and at 
Tana at the mouth of the Don River.**® Caffa especially was a flourishing and 
well-organized city with powerful fortifications and a detailed statute (1449) 
of administration.**° A Byzantine historian, Pachymeres, admired the Genoese 
because the winter storms could not prevent them from navigating with their 
vessels in the Black Sea.3*? Venice was also free from trade taxes, and the 
permanent political and economic rivalry between the two powerful republics, 
Genoa and Venice, sometimes resulted in violent wars. The position of By- 
zantium in these wars was extremely delicate. At the end of the thirteenth 
century, when in 1291 St. Jean d’Acre, the last stronghold of the crusaders 
in Syria, fell to the sultan of Egypt, Venice was deprived of her trade in the 
southeast Mediterranean basin; thereafter she devoted all her energy to a 
violent struggle with Genoa in the north to regain her economic position in 
Byzantium, in the Aegean and Black Seas. New evidence on commercial 
relations between Florence and Constantinople show that this trade was very 
active and was carried on chiefly in corn.°*? 
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But all the profit from the commercial activity of the many western mer- 
chants in Byzantium went to them, not to Byzantium; the economic de- 
pendence of the Palaeologi upon the wealthy and striving western republics 
and cities was complete. Economically the Palaeologi had no control over 
the Empire. 

Italian influence may also be noticed on Byzantine coins. In the fourteenth 
century, under Andronicus II, Andronicus III, and John V, there was an 
attempt at monetary reform in connection with which the Florentine type 
of coin was introduced. The Venetian type may also be noted. The last golden 
coin of the Byzantine Empire was minted under Manuel II, perhaps for his 
coronation, and on it the Holy Virgin surrounded by the walls of Constanu- 
nople was reproduced. No coins of the last Byzantine emperor, Constantine 
XI, are known.*** The theory exists that under Manuel II and John VIII a 
reform took place which placed Byzantium under the regime of silver mono- 
metallism.*** But this theory is not proved. 

The economic might of the west in Byzantium was ended by the victorious 
advance of the Ottoman Turks; gradually they took possession of Constant- 
nople and the rest of the Empire, of Trebizond, and the northern shores of 
the Black Sea. 

In view of the general deplorable position of the Empire, both external and 
internal, it is strange to read an anonymous treatise concerning court offices 
attributed to the fourteenth century and often, though wrongly, ascribed to 
Kodinus (Codinus). In this treatise are described in detail the gorgeous rai- 
ment of the court dignitaries, their various coverings for the head, their shoes. 
and their decorations; meticulous descriptions are given of the court cere- 
monial, coronations, and promotions to one or another rank. This treatise 
serves as a supplement to the well-known work of the tenth century which 
described ceremonies of the Byzantine court. In the tenth century, at the ume 
of the greatest brilliance and power of the Empire, such a work was com- 
prehensible and necessary. But the appearance of an analogous treatise in the 
fourteenth century, on the eve of the final collapse of the Empire, is puzzling 
and reveals the blindness that apparently reigned at the court of the Byzantine 
Emperors of the last dynasty. Krumbacher, also puzzled by the appearance of 
this treatise in the fourteenth century, remarked, not without irony: “The 
answer is, perhaps, given by a medieval Greek proverb: ‘the world was perish- 


333 See W. Wroth, Catalogue of the Imperial zantine coinage under the Palacologi in 
Byzantine Coins’ in the British Museum, 1, Stein, “Untersuchungen zur = spatbyzann- 
Ixvili-Ixxiii; II, 635-43. A. Blanchet, “Les nischen Verfassungs- und  Wirtschaftsge- 
derniéres monnaies d’or des empereurs de _— schichte,” Mitteilungen zur Osmanischen Ge- 
Byzance,” Revue Numismatique,1V, 4 (1910), schichte, Il (1924), 11-14. 

89-91. See some interesting pages on the By- 334 Blanchet, tb:d., 14-15. 


Literature, Learning, and Art 687 


ing and my wife was still buying new clothes’ (6 xéapos éxrovrilero Kat 7 
€pL7) ‘yuvn eorrodilero).”235 


LEARNING, LITERATURE, SCIENCE, AND ART 


In political and economic respects the Empire under the Palaeologi was 
living through critical times, receding step by step before the Ottoman Turks, 
gradually reduced in territory until it was confined to Constantinople with 
its surroundings, and Morea. Apparently there would be neither place nor 
time nor suitable conditions for cultural development. In reality, however, 
the perishing Empire of the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries, especially the 
city of Constantinople, was a center of ardent culture, both intellectual and 
artistic. The schools of Constantinople flourished as they had in her most 
brilliant past, and students came not only from the far-off Greek regions, like 
Sparta or Trebizond, but even from Italy, at that time in the height of the 
Renaissance. Philosophers, headed by Gemistus Plethon, explained Aristotle 
and Plato. Rhetoricians and philologists, who had studied the best specimens 
of classical antiquity and endeavored to equal them in their style, attracted 
enthusiastic groups of auditors and disciples and in their activity and interests 
presented a striking analogy to the Italian humanists. A great number of his- 
torians described the last days of the Empire. An active ecclesiastical life 
marked by the Hesychast movement and the problem of the union with the 
Roman church left its trace in literature, dogmatic, ascetic, mystic, and po- 
lemic. A revival may also be noted in poetry. Finally, this literary renaissance 
was followed by an artistic renaissance which has left monuments of great 
value. Besides Constantinople, Mistra-Sparta was also remarkable for a vivid 
intellectual movement. The fourteenth century was the golden age of Thessa- 
lonica (Salonica) in art and letters.**° 

Ina word, at the time of its political and economic decay, Hellenism seemed 
to gather all its strength to show the viability of classical culture and to give 
grounds for hope for the future Hellenic renaissance of the nineteenth century. 
One historian said, “on the eve of her definite ruin, all Hellas was reassembling 
her intellectual energy to throw a last splendid glow.”?*" 
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Many members of the imperial families, Palaeologus and Cantacuzene, were 
distinguished for their learning. Michael VIII was the author of some essay: 
in favor of union and some canons dedicated to important martyrs; he has 
also left his interesting autobiography,*** the manuscript of which was foun 
at the Synodal Library of Moscow, and he founded a grammar school at 
Constantinople. Andronicus the Elder admired letters and art and was a 
patron of scholars and artists. Some scholars assume that his protection de- 
veloped the artistic atmosphere which produced such remarkable monument: 
of art as the mosaics of the monastery Chora (present-day mosque Qahrive- 
jam1) at Constantinople.**? Manuel II was particularly renowned for his edu- 
cation and literary talent. A fine theologian, an authority in the classics. a 
skillful dialectian, and an excellent stylist, he left many writings: a treatise 
on the Procession of the Holy Ghost, an attack against Islam, a number of 
orations on various subjects, the “Description of spring on a regal woven 
curtain,” in a rather jocose style, and, finally, a large collection of important 
letters to many prominent men of his epoch, written either during his forced 
stay at the Turkish court or on his journey through western Europe. Alto- 
gether there exist about 109 essays and letters from the pen of Manuel.**° 

But from the point of view of literary activity, the first place among the 
emperors must be attributed to John VI Cantacuzene, who after his forced 
abdication ended his days as a monk under the name of Ioasaph and devoted 
the time of his solitude to scientific work and literature. His chief literary 
work is the Histories, in four books, or, perhaps, Memoirs, which covers the 
period from 1320 to 1356 and makes some references to later periods. The 
author announced in the introduction that he would write nothing but the 
truth,**? but he deviated, perhaps unconsciously, from his intention, in deal- 
ing with the events in which he took part. He endeavored to free himself 
from blame and to praise himself and his friends and partisans; at the same 
time he tried to abase, ridicule, and blacken his adversaries. Cantacuzene was 
the only Byzantine Emperor to write detailed memoirs and, in spite of his 
prejudiced statements, they constitute a rich mine of very important informa- 
tion on the troubled history of the fourteenth century in the Balkan peninsula. 
and on the Slavs and the geography of the Balkan regions in particular. 
Cantacuzene also wrote some theological essays of which the greater part are 
not yet published. Examples of these are the polemic essays against Barlaam, 
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the Jews, and the Muhammedans. John Cantacuzene transmitted his literary 
interests to his son Matthew who, after his father’s fall, was also forced to 
take refuge in the cowl. He wrote some theological and rhetorical treatises. | 

The epoch of the Palaeologi produced a group of important and gifted 
historians who endeavored to describe and to explain the tragic events of the 
time. The historian Pachymeres (1242-1310), who, after the expulsion of the 
Latins, had come from Nicaea to Constantinople, was a very well-educated 
man. Owing to his high official position, Pachymeres could supplement his 
own observation by reliable official documents. He was an earnest spokesman 
for national Greek spirit and therefore opposed to the idea of union. Besides 
some rhetorical and philosophical essays, his autobiography written in hex- 
ameter, and some letters, he was the author of a very important historical 
work which embraces the period from 1261 to the beginning of the four- 
teenth century (1307-1308). This is the chief source for the reign of Michael 
VIII and for a part of the rule of Andronicus the Elder. Pachymeres was the 
first Byzantine historian whose main interest lay in the subtle and complicated 
dogmatic disputes of the time. “It seems,” Krumbacher wrote, “as if those 
men, turning with horror from the distressing events of the political life 
of the Empire, sought for consolation and relief in abstract investigation of 
the religious dogmatic problems which were then agitating all minds.”*** 
One of the most interesting portions of Pachymeres’ history is his narration 
of Roger de Flor’s Catalan expedition, which is important in comparison with 
the account of the Catalan chronicler Muntaner.*** Pachymeres’ writing, 
where Homeric phrases are intermingled with theological declamation and 
foreign and popular expressions, is permeated with pedantic imitation of 
antique style; with an evident loss of clearness, Pachymeres even used the 
little known Attic names for the months instead of the common Christian 
names. Some of Pachymeres’ writings are not yet published, and even his 
chief historical work needs a new critical edition.*** 

In the beginning of the fourteenth century, Nicephorus Kallistus Xantho- 
pulos compiled his Ecclesiastical History. His original plan may have been to 


342 Geschichte der byzantinischen Littera- 
tur, 288. 

843 See the excellent characterization of 
Pachymeres given by A. Rubio i Lluch, “Pa- 
quimeres i Muntaner,” Seccid historico ar- 
queologica del Institut d’Estudis Catalans, 
Memories, 1 (1927), 33-60. 

844 See A. Heisenberg, “Eine Handschrift 
des Georgios Pachymeres,” in his Aus der 
Geschichte und Literatur der Palaiologenzeit, 
3-13. For a manuscript of Pachymeres to be 
found in a Jerusalem library see Byzantinisch- 


neugriechische Jahrbucher, WW (1921), 227. 
See also Krumbacher, Geschichte der byzan- 
tinischen Litteratur, 288-91, and Montelatict, 
Storia della letteratura bizantina, 224-25. More 
recently written, V. Laurent, “Les Manuscrits 
de I’Histoire Byzantine de Georges Pachy- 
mére,” Byzantion, V (1929-30), 129-205: the 
history of the edition and description and 
citation of ten manuscripts. Laurent, “Deux 
nouveaux manuscrits de |’Histoire Byzantine 
de Georges Pachymére,” Byzantion, XI (1936), 
43-57; two additional manuscripts. 


690 The Fall of Byzantium 


bring the History up to his own time, but he stopped at the year g11. Only the 
part of his work which covers the time from the birth of Christ to the begin- 
ning of the seventh century exists today in full. He also wrote church poems. 
epigrams, and some other writings.**° 

In the fourteenth century also lived one of the greatest scholars and writers 
of the two last centuries of Byzantium, Nicephorus Gregoras, who partic:- 
pated in the Hesychast quarrel. In variety and extent of knowledge, in ski!! 
in dialectic, and in strength of character he was superior to almost all the 
eminent men in Byzantium of the Palaeologian epoch and may be freely com- 
pared with the best representatives of the western Renaissance. He received 
an excellent education, was familiar with classic literature, and was so en- 
thusiastic about astronomy that he even proposed to the Emperor a calendar 
reform. Gregoras, after several years of successful teaching, took an active 
part in the stormy theological quarrels of the epoch and wrote many works, 
of which a considerable part are not yet published.**° He began as a violent 
opponent of the Calabrian monk Barlaam, but gradually came over to the 
side of union; for this he was severely persecuted by the authorities and even 
confined in prison. Gregoras ended his stormy life, in all probability, about 
1360. He wrote in almost all fields of Byzantine scholarship—theology, phi- 
losophy, astronomy, history, rhetoric, and grammar. The most important is 
his large Roman history in thirty-seven books, covering the period from 1204 
to 1359, the epoch of the Nicene and Latin Empires and the ume of the 
first four Palaeologi and John Cantacuzene. The events previous to 1204 are 
sketched briefly, and the detailed account, especially of the dogmatic quarrel 
of his epoch, begins with this year. Gregoras could not help giving full de- 
tails of the religious disputes in which he was one of the leading participants: 
therefore his history clearly reflects his sympathies and is not free from preju- 
dice. Perhaps it is better classed as a sort of memoir than as a history. It may 
be called “a subjectively painted picture of an imposing ecclesiastical process 
of fermentation.”**7 Scholars vary in their estimation of Gregoras’ importance. 
Krumbacher called him “the greatest polyhistor of the last two centuries of 
Byzantium” ;***® Montelatici described him as “the greatest scholar of his 
time.”°*® The most recent biographer of Gregoras, Guilland, disagreed with 
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Krumbacher. He wrote: “Is Gregoras the greatest polyhistor of the time of 
the Palaeologi, as Krumbacher likes to call him? No. He is one of the most 
eminent writers of Byzantium in the fourteenth century, but he is not the 
greatest . . . Gregoras is not the greatest, but one of the greatest writers of 
the century, which is still too little known though very important in the his- 
tory of Byzantine civilization and even of European civilization.”**° In any 
event, the universality of Gregoras’ knowledge is amazing, and it is difficult 
to find in Byzantium an adequate parallel to this brilliant representative of 
the Byzantine renaissance. 

The important political events of the fifteenth century left considerable 
trace in the historical literature of the time. John Cananus wrote a special 
essay on the unsuccessful siege of Constantinople by the Turks in 1422. Ca- 
nanus, who wrote in language very close to the spoken tongue, attributed the 
rescue of the capital to the miraculous intercession of the Holy Virgin. Per- 
haps John Cananus was also the author of a very brief account usually as- 
cribed to Cananus Lascaris, on his voyage to Germany, Sweden, Norway, 
Livonia, and even to the far-off island of Iceland.*™? 

John Anagnostes is the author of a trustworthy account of the capture of 
Thessalonica by the Turks in 1430. Unlike Cananus, Anagnostes followed 
strictly the rules of literary art and was very anxious to maintain the purity 
of his Greek. 

Finally, the historians of the fatal event of 1453, which so deeply and pain- 
fully struck its contemporaries, are represented by four men whose works 
differ in point of view and value. They have already been discussed. But these 
four—George Phrantzes, Ducas, Laonikos Chalcocondyles (or Chalcocan- 
dyles), and Critobulus—are sources not only for the fall of Constantinople 
but also for the Palaeologian epoch in general. 

The Chronicle of Phrantzes has been preserved in two forms, one abridged, 
the other more detailed. The briefer, which is often called minus, deals with 
the years 1413-78 only, whereas the longer (masus), or Phrantzes’ History, 
covers the time from 1258 to 1478; it begins with the last years of the Empire 
of Nicaea and ends in the time of the Turkish sway at Constantinople. He 
was within the capital during the siege, so that his detailed account is that of 
an eyewitness. After the fall of Constantinople he was captured by the Turks. 
Later he was ransomed and escaped for a time to Mistra, which the Turks had 
not then taken. Before they conquered the Peloponnesus, Phrantzes fled to 
the island of Corft, which at that time belonged to Venice. There in a mon- 
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astery where he took holy orders under the name of Gregorius, he wrote his 
history at the request of some noble Corfiotes.*°? Wholly indebted for his 
official career to the Palaeologi, with whom his relations were close, Phrantzes 
was their special historian and he often exaggerated their merits and sup 
pressed their defects. Hatred of the Turks, faithfulness and devotion to Ortho- 
doxy, and loyalty to the Palaeologi are the distinctive traits of Phrantzes’ work. 
In spite of his prejudices, his work, written by an eyewitness close to the 
events, is of great importance, especially from the reign of John VIII on. 
Phrantzes’ style is simple and easy; it contains a number of Turkish and a few 
Italian words. A biographer of Phrantzes remarked: “Essentially a man of 
affairs—and this constitutes the value of his history—he yet, like most Byzan- 
tine historians, had a good knowledge of literature.”**? “A man of affairs” 
means that Phrantzes was closely connected with the state and personal affairs 
of Constantine XI and the real situation of the empire. 

Ducas (Doukas), a Greek of Asia Minor, wrote “in slightly polished 
spoken Greek’”*** a history from 1341 to 1462, i.e., from the accession of John 
V to the conquest of the island of Lesbos by the Turks. In the opening pages 
of his work he gave a brief chronological introduction beginning with Adam; 
the reigns of the last three Palaeologi are treated in great detail. Inwardly 
Orthodox, he accepted the compromise with Rome as the only way to save 
the perishing Empire. Ducas spent almost all his life in the service of a Genoese 
ruler of Lesbos, but he did not break with the Greek people. He looked with 
deep sorrow upon their fatal destiny, and his account of the fall of Constant- 
nople ends with the “lament,” from which a fragment already has been 
quoted. Ducas’ history has been preserved not only in its original Greek text. 
but also in an old Italian version, which in some places supplements passages 
lacking in the original Greek.*°* One of Ducas’ biographers said: “Sober. 
modest, well-educated, truthful, and, in spite of all his patriotism, compara- 
tively impartial, Ducas serves as an excellent guide for understanding the real 
situation of persons and events.”**° A more recent biographer of Ducas re- 
marked: “Ducas is an author worthy of study; for he was truthful and in 
several instances an eyewitness—qualities which, in the opinion of historians, 
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far outweigh the barbarism of his style, which so much offended his super- 
cilious editor in the defective Bonn edition.”’3°" 

Laonikos Chalcocondyles (or Chalcocandyles), or in its abbreviated form, 
Chalcondyles,*** Athenian by origin, centered his work, not in Constantinople 
or at the court of the Palaeologi, but in the young and vigorous Ottoman Em- 
pire. He wrote a History in ten books, from 1298 to 1463 or, to be more exact, 
early in 1464;°°* he related not the history of the Palaeologian dynasty but the 
history of the Ottomans and their rulers. Laonikos was forced to flee from 
Athens, spent the time up to the Turkish conquest in the Peloponnesus, and 
then went to Italy, or more probably to Crete, where he composed his work. 
Following Herodotus and Thucydides, Laonikos was a good example of how 
a Greek could study the ancient language in the letter, without being able 
to grasp the spirit. Like Thucydides, he put speeches into the mouths of his 
characters, which were, of course, works of pure imagination. A good deal 
of information, often not very exact, is given by Laonikos on the peoples 
and countries of western Europe.®®© His recent biographer declared, “With 
an impartiality rare in a part of the world where racial hatred burns so fiercely, 
he describes the origin, organization, and triumph of his nation’s great enemy, 
while he extends his narrative beyond the borders of the Greek Empire, to 
the Serbs, the Bosniaks, the Bulgarians and the Roumanians, with interesting 
and curious digressions, quite in the style of Herodotus, about the manners 
and customs of countries beyond southeastern Europe—Hungary, Germany, 
Italy, Spain, France, and England. This great variety justifies the remark of 
a critic, that ‘he has the gift of arousing our attention, by inspiring us with 
curiosity, and of not letting us fall asleep over his book.’ ”’*** 

Finally, Critobulus, unsuccessfully imitating Thucydides, composed a eulo- 
gistic history of Muhammed II, in the years from 1451 to 1467. 

The epoch of the Palaeologi, represented by a number of historians, pro- 
duced almost no chroniclers. In the fourteenth century there was only one, 
a certain Ephraim, who wrote a chronicle in verse (about 10,000 lines) embrac- 
ing the time from Julius Caesar to the restoration of the Empire by Michael 
Palaeologus in 1261. It is quite useless from the historical point of view. 
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The problem of union, which became especially pressing in the epoch of 
the Palaeologi and led twice to the formal achievement of union, as well as the 
long and stormy Hesychast quarrel, evoked intense activity in dogmatic anc 
polemic literature. The latter produced a number of writers among both 
partisans and opponents of the union and the Hesychasts; some of these 
writers have already been discussed. 

Three writers and men of affairs may be mentioned among the most emi- 
nent partisans of the union: John Beccus who died at the end of the thirteenth 
century, Demetrius Cydones who lived in the fourteenth century, and the 
famous learned theologian of the fifteenth century, Bessarion of Nicaea. 

John Beccus, a contemporary of Michael Palaeologus, was originally op- 
posed to the reconciliation with Rome and resisted Michael’s union policy. He 
therefore incurred the Emperor’s anger and in spite of his high church office 
was put in prison. According to the sources, Beccus was a man of conspicuous 
intellect and education. According to a Greek historian, he was distinguished 
“by scholarship, long experience, and eloquence which could put an end to 
schism.”°*? Another historian of the fourteenth century called him “a clever 
man, master of eloquence and learning, endowed with such gifts of nature 
as no one of his contemporaries possessed. . . . In sharpness of mind, fluency 
of speech, and knowledge of church dogmas, all others, compared with him, 
seemed children.”*** The writings of Nicephorus Blemmydes, of the epoch 
of Nicaea, made him change his religious ideas and sympathies. He became 
a partisan of the union. Michael VIII elevated him to the patriarchal throne, 
which he occupied up to the beginning of the reign of Andronicus II. The 
latter broke the union, deposed Beccus, and confined him in prison, where 
he died. The longest work of Beccus is a treatise, On the Union and Peace 
Between the Churches of Old and New Rome, in which the author attempted 
to prove that the Greek Church Fathers already recognized the Latin dogma. 
but that the later Greek theologians, with Photius at their head, corrupted 
their doctrine. Beccus similarly treated the subject of the Procession of the 
Holy Ghost. He wrote some other theological essays of the same character. 
For the partisans of union who succeeded him, Beccus’ works were a rich 
source from which they were able to draw needed material.°* 

Demetrius Cydones belongs among the talented writers in theology and 
rhetoric of the Palaeologian epoch. He was born at Thessalonica at the very 
beginning of the fourteenth century and died at the beginning of the fifteenth 
century, so that his life lasted an entire century.*°* At Milan he became thor- 
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oughly acquainted with Latin language and literature. He lived successively 
in Thessalonica, Constantinople, and Crete, was granted citizenship of Ven- 
ice,*°° and ended his days in a monastery. Cydones took an active part in the 
religious disputes of his time, favoring reconciliation with Rome. In his liter- 
ary works he had the great advantage over the majority of his contemporaries 
of knowing Latin, and could make use of the most eminent western writers 
and scholars. He was the author of numerous essays on different problems 
in theology, rhetoric, and philosophy.**" A treatise on The Procession of the 
Holy Ghost, published among Cydones’ works, apparently does not belong 
to him, but to one of his disciples, Manuel Calecas.*°* Cydones translated from 
Latin into Greek, among other things, the famous work of Thomas Aquinas, 
Summa Theologiae. This translation has not yet been published. A Catholic 
writer remarked: “These laborious translations which make St. Thomas speak 
in the tongue of St. Jean Damascene have been buried for four centuries in 
the dust of libraries. Is this their destiny for the future? Will there not be 
found somewhere a theologian, an apostle, both Thomist and Hellenist, to 
spread and circulate in the Greek Church the doctrinal riches that Cydones 
has preserved for future times?” May this translation not be “the doctrinal 
guide to union” ??°° 

Among Cydones’ orations may be noted two “deliberative” orations 
(ovpBovdevrixoi) which picture the depressed mood of the people of Con- 
stantinople before the Turkish danger, speak of the emigration to western 
Europe, and urge the Greeks and Latins to unite their forces against the com- 
mon enemy.*”° 

But of greatest importance for the cultural history of the fourteenth century 
is Cydones’ voluminous correspondence. Most of his letters are as yet unpub- 
lished; of 447 only 51 have been printed. Among his correspondents may be 
noted Manuel II (32 letters), John Cantacuzene, with whom he was on very 
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friendly terms (11 letters), and a great many other eminent persons of his 
epoch.3” 

Until all his letters are available for study neither Cydones’ biography nor 
a full list of his works can be attempted. Moreover, without attentive and de- 
tailed study of this new material the history of Greek civilization during the 
last centuries of Byzantium cannot be fully known or adequately appreciated. 
This study would not only concern Greek civilization, but also throw new 
light on the cultural relations between Byzantium and the Italian Renaissance. 
with which Cydones was so closely associated. One of the best representatives 
of the Italian Renaissance at the end of the fourteenth century, Coluccio Salu- 
tati, wrote Cydones a long and eulogistic letter.*"? 

The unpublished correspondence of the patriarch of Constantinople, Atha- 
nasius I, who under Andronicus II Palaeologus twice occupied the patriarchal 
throne (1289-1293 and 1304-1310), apparently may supply much interesting 
material for the political, religious, and social conditions of the Empire of his 
day. This may be deduced from some specimens of his letters already pub- 
lished.*** 

To the partisans of union belonged also the famous Bessarion of Nicaea, 
member of the Council of Florence and later cardinal of the Roman church. 
But the significance of his activity and personality goes far beyond theological 
literature, where he is represented by some dogmatic treatises, written from the 
Latin point of view, and therefore will be discussed and estimated in the sec- 
tion on the problem of Byzantium and the Renaissance. 

The opponents of the union had their writers too, but they cannot be com- 
pared with such eminent partisans of the union as Cydones or Bessarion. 
Gregory of Cyprus (his secular name was George), patriarch under Andro- 
nicus II, the chief although not always a successful adversary of John Beccus, 
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a man, to quote a contemporary source, “known by his scholarship,”*"* left 
some writings of dogmatic character, in which he attempted to solve from the 
Greek point of view the problem of the Procession of the Holy Ghost. Greg- 
ory’s rhetorical essays are of great importance. Marcus (Mark) Eugenicus, 
metropolitan of Ephesus, who refused to sign the act of the union at the Coun- 
cil of Ferrara-Florence, wrote some small compilations of polemic character, 
for example an essay against Bessarion, which justify including him among 
the spokesmen for the Greek national standpoint concerning the union.®7® 

Finally, the last great polemist of the Byzantine church and the first patri- 
arch of Constantinople under the Turkish power, Gennadius Scholarius (his 
secular name was George), was a good scholar in theology and philosophy. 
He also took part in the Council of Ferrara-Florence, where he first advocated 
union but eventually, particularly influenced by Marcus of Ephesus, went over 
to the antiunionists. He was a very productive writer, a versatile theologian 
and scholar whose numerous works embraced almost all branches of literature. 
He wrote a number of polemic essays. His philosophical works, which origi- 
nated from his dispute with Gemistus Plethon on Aristotelianism and Platon- 
ism, relate him to the humanists and caused a Greek scholar, Sathas, to call 
him “the last Byzantine and the first Hellene.”*’® His Lament on the Misfor- 
tunes of My Life contains historical details on the life and works of the author 
and the situation of the Greek Church in the first years of the Muhammedan 
domination. He wrote also a brief historical essay, a Chronography, published 
for the first time in 1935 from his own autograph manuscript. Though the 
Chronography occupies only nine pages of printed text, it covers all the years 
from the time of Adam to the year 1472.°"" | 

The Hesychast movement also produced a number of writers on both sides, 
beginning with its founder, Gregorius of Sinai. The leading spirit of the Hesy- 
chasts, Gregorius Palamas, was also the author of some dogmatic essays and 
many orations, sixty-six of which were found in one of the Meteora monas- 
teries in Thessaly.*”* The literary activity of Nicephorus Gregoras, a violent 
opponent of the Hesychasts, has already been discussed. Another opponent 
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of Palamas, John Cyparissiotes, who lived in the second half of the fourteenth 
century, may be mentioned as the author of "ExOeots ororyewwdns pnoew: 
Oeodoytxav, or Expositio materiaria eorum quae de Deo a theologis dicuntur. 
the first attempt at dogmatics according to the pattern of western Scholasti- 
cism.*7° 

One of the great theologians, one of the best Byzantine writers of the four- 
teenth century, and one of the very talented mystics of the eastern church. 
Nicholas Cabasilas, also belongs to the fourteenth century. The basis of 
Cabasilas’ ideas was, as in western European mysticism, the works of the so- 
called Dionysius Pseudo-Areopagite, who wrote probably at the end of the 
fifth and the beginning of the sixth century. Byzantine mysticism passed 
through an important evolution in the seventh century, thanks to Maximus 
Confessor, who freed the mysticism of the Pseudo-Areopagite from its neo- 
Platonic elements and reconciled it with the doctrine of the Eastern Orthodox 
church. Maximus’ influence was still felt by the mystic writers of the four- 
teenth century, with Nicholas Cabasilas at their head. 

Nicholas Cabasilas belongs to the writers who are very little known and 
unsatisfactorily studied, for many of his writings are unpublished. Quite a 
number of these, especially orations and letters, are preserved in several manv- 
scripts of the National Library of Paris, one of which has been used by the 
Roumanian historian Tafrali in his monograph on Thessalonica.**° In a 
study of Cabasilas’ doctrine two essays are important: “Seven words on the 
Life in Christ” (De vita in Christo), and “The Interpretation of the Sacred 
Liturgy” (Sacrae liturgiae interpretatio).*** A discussion of Cabasilas’ doc- 
trine with its thesis “To live in Christ is the very union with Christ” would 
go far afield; but one may certainly say that Cabasilas’ literary work in Byzan- 
tine mysticism, on its own merits as well as in connection with the Hesychast 
movement and the western European mystic movements, deserves an honor- 
able place in the cultural history of Byzantium in the fourteenth century, and 
should attract the attention of scholars, who have hitherto quite wrongly 
neglected this interesting writer. Scholars vary in their definition of Cabasilas’ 
mysticism, and some of them even declare that he cannot be recognized as 
a mystic at all.*8? Cabasilas’ correspondence deserves publication. According 
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to the French scholar Guilland his letters are written in an easy and elegant, 
though sometimes over-refined, style, and contain new and interesting data.°** 

Philosophy is represented in the Palaeologian epoch by the famous George 
Gemistus Plethon.*** Filled with enthusiasm for ancient Hellenism, an ad- 
mirer of Plato, whom he knew thoroughly through neo-Platonism, a dreamer 
who thought to create a new religion by means of the gods of ancient mythol- 
ogy, Plethon was a real humanist and intimately connected with Italy. Interest 
in ancient philosophy, especially in Aristotle and, beginning with the eleventh 
century, in Plato, had never been discontinued in Byzantium. In the eleventh 
century Michael Psellus, in the twelfth John Italus, in the thirteenth Nicepho- 
rus Blemmydes had devoted a considerable part of their time to philoso- 
phy, Psellus particularly to Plato, the others to Aristotle. The struggle between 
the two philosophical movements, Aristotelian and Platonic, which is so char- 
acteristic of the Middle Ages in general, was strongly felt in Byzantium during 
the Hesychast quarrel. Therefore the way was well prepared for the extremely 
interesting personality of Gemistus Plethon. 

Plethon received his elementary education at Constantinople and spent the 
greater part of his life, almost a century long, at Mistra, the cultural center of 
the Despotat of Morea. He accompanied Emperor John VIII to the Council 
of Ferrara-Florence. Plethon died at Mistra, probably in 1450. In 1465 an 
Italian general and patron of letters, of the famous family of Malatesta, cap- 
tured Sparta from the Turks and transported Plethon’s ashes to the small 
Italian city of Rimini, where they now repose in the church of San Fran- 
cisco.°*° 

The aim of Plethon’s philosophical works was to explain the significance 
of Platonic philosophy as compared with Aristotelian. Plethon opened a new 
phase in the struggle between Aristotelianism and Platonism. He brought to 
Italy his knowledge of Plato and his enthusiasm and produced a striking im- 
pression upon Cosimo Medici and other Italian humanists. Indeed he initiated 
the idea of founding the Platonic Academy at Florence. 
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In this city Plethon wrote the treatise “On the difference between Aristotle 
and Plato,” in which he endeavored to prove the superiority of his favorite 
philosopher over Aristotle. The stay of the Byzantine philosopher at Florence 
is one of the most important episodes in the history of the transplantation of 
Greek classical learning to Italy and especially of the revival of Platonic 
philosophy in the West.*** Plethon’s chief piece of work was a kind of Utopia. 
“A Treatise on the Laws” (Nowy ovyypady), which unfortunately does not 
exist in full. On the one hand, it was an attempt, interesting as indicating a 
tendency of the epoch but of course doomed to failure, to restore paganism on 
the ruins of Christianity by establishing neo-Platonic philosophy; on the other 
hand, it was designed to give mankind ideal living conditions. In order to 
find in what men’s happiness consists, Plethon judged it necessary to under- 
stand as thoroughly the nature of man himself as the system of the universe of 
which man forms part. Plethon also submitted plans to Manuel II for the 
restoration of the Peloponnesus. 

In his significance and influence Plethon goes far beyond the confines of 
the cultural history of Byzantium, and if only for this reason deserves the 
deepest attention. As his activity and importance have not yet been fully esn- 
mated, the significance of Gemistus Plethon is one of the most fascinating 
themes for the historian interested in the cultural history of the later By- 
zantine Empire.**" 

In rhetoric, which is often connected with philosophy, several writers may 
be specially remembered. Gregorius (George) of Cyprus, a patriarch under 
Andronicus the Elder, composed an interesting and beautifully written auto- 
biography.*** Nicephorus Chumnos, a contemporary and disciple of Gre- 
gorius of Cyprus, wrote a number of theological, philosophical, and rhetorical 
essays and left a collection of 172 letters. In his philosophical essays he is one 
of the most ardent and skillful defenders of Aristotle. Chumnos was in cor- 
respondence with almost all the personalities of his epoch who were known 
in politics, religion, or literature. Though inferior in intelligence, originality, 
and knowledge to his master, Gregorius of Cyprus, Chumnos is not without 
distinct significance for the Byzantine and Italian Renaissance of his epoch. 
“By his love of antiquity, passionate, though a little servile, and by the variety 
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of his knowledge Chumnos heralds Italian humanism and the western Renais- 
sance.”**° 

Finally, the works of Mazaris—the imitation of Lucian, The Sojourn of 
Mazarts in Hades, and A Dream After the Return to Life, as well as his letters 
on Peloponnesian affairs of the early fifteenth century—afford, in spite of the 
small literary talent of their author, important material on the problem of the 
imitation of Lucian in Byzantine literature, and give interesting details on the 
Byzantine culture of the time. 

In philology the Palaeologian epoch produced not a few interesting writers 
who, in their tendencies and ideas, are forerunners of a new intellectual era 
and are, as Krumbacher said, less closely connected with their Byzantine 
predecessors, for example Photius or Eustathius of Thessalonica, than they are 
with the first representatives of the classic renaissance in the west.**° But there 
is one side of the work of the philologists of the Palaeologian epoch for which 
they are reproached, and not without reason, by classical scholars. This is their 
treatment of classical texts. While the commentators and copyists of the elev- 
enth and twelfth centuries preserved the manuscript tradition of the Alex- 
andrian and Roman time almost intact, the philologists of the Palaeologian 
epoch began to remodel the text of ancient authors according to their precon- 
ceived ideas of the “purity” of Hellenic language or sometimes in the style of 
new meters. This tendency has caused classical scholars to refer, when it was 
possible, to manuscripts of the pre-Palaeologian epoch. However vexatious 
this practice may have been, it must be judged by the conditions of the time. 
The philologists were beginning to be dissatisfied with the purely mechanical 
methods of their predecessors and were seeking, though rudely and awk- 
wardly, to express their own creative tendencies. 

Among the philologists was the monk Maximus Planudes (his secular name 
was Manuel), a contemporary of the two first Palaeologi, who devoted his 
leisure to science and teaching. He visited Venice as a Byzantine envoy, and 
was closely related to the cultural movement then rising in the West, especially 
owing to his knowledge of the Latin language and literature. An assiduous 
teacher, Planudes was the author of some grammatical essays, and the collec- 
tion of more than 100 of his letters portrays his intellectual personality as well 
_as his scholarly interests and occupations. Besides historical and geographical 
extracts compiled from the works of ancient writers, Planudes left transla- 
tions of Latin authors such as Cato the Elder, Ovid, Cicero, and Caesar. He is 
perhaps best known in western Europe for his edition of selections from Greek 
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authors. The vast number of existing manuscripts of his translations shows 
that, in the earlier days of humanism, they often served as texts for the teaching 
of Greek in the West. At the same time, his numerous translations from Latn 
into Greek greatly contributed to the cultural rapprochement between East 
and West in the Renaissance epoch.*?™ 

Planudes’ disciple and friend, Manuel Moschopulus (Moschopulos), a con- 
temporary of Andronicus II, is, like his teacher, of great significance in de- 
termining the characteristics of Byzantine learning at the end of the thirteenth 
and beginning of the fourteenth centuries as well as for the transmission of 
classical studies in the West. His Grammatical Questions and Greek Diction- 
ary were, along with Planudes’ translations, favorite textbooks for the study of 
Greek in the West; in addition, his commentaries on a number of classical 
writers and his collected letters afford interesting material, which has not vet 
been adequately studied or estimated. 

A contemporary of Andronicus II, Theodore Metochites, is sometimes re- 
membered in the history of Byzantine literature in connection with philol- 
ogy.°** But his wide and many-sided activities go far beyond the modest con- 
fines of philology. In the section on the Empire of Nicaea he has been men- 
tioned as the author of a panegyric on Nicaea. Well-educated, an authority on 
the classical authors, an admirer of Plutarch and Aristotle and especially of 
Plato, whom he called “Olympus of wisdom,” “a living library,” and “Helicon 
of the Muses,’’*®? a talented statesman, and first minister under Andronicus II. 
Theodore Metochites is an exceedingly interesting type of Byzantine human- 
ist of the first half of the fourteenth century. This man of learning and dis- 
tinguished statesman had exceptional influence in state affairs, and he en- 
joyed the complete confidence of the Emperor. His contemporary Nicepho- 
rus Gregoras wrote: “From morning to evening he was wholly and most 
eagerly devoted to public affairs, as if scholarship were absolutely irrelevant to 
him; but late in the evening, after having left the palace, he became absorbed 
in science to as high a degree as if he were a scholar with absolutely no con- 
nection with any other affairs.”*°* On the basis of his political opinions, which 
he sometimes expressed in his works, Sathas drew an interesting conclusion: 
inclined neither to democracy nor aristocracy, he had a political ideal of his 
own, a sort of constitutional monarchy. Diehl remarked: “It is not the least 
mark of originality in this Byzantine of the fourteenth century that he cher- 
ished such dreams under the absolute regime of the basileus pledged to the 
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theory of divine right.”*°* Of course the history of Byzantine political theory 
has not yet been told. But this example plainly shows that “the history of politi- 
cal ideas in Byzantium is not a tedious repetition of the same things. It had 
life and it had development.”’*”® More recent investigation, however, makes it 
probable that Metochites’ statement was not a practical political theory but an 
interpretation of a Platonic idea in the spirit of neo-Platonism.*®° 

During the revolution which dethroned Andronicus II, Theodore lost posi- 
tion, money, and home, and was confined in prison. On account of a danger- 
ous illness he was allowed to end his days in the Constantinopolitan monastery 
of the Chora (the present-day mosque Qahriye-jami). When he was still in 
power, he had restored the monastery, which was old and in a state of decay, 
supplied it with a library, and adorned it with mosaics. Today, among other 
beautiful mosaics preserved in the mosque, one may see, over the main door 
from the inner narthex to the church, a representation of the enthroned Christ 
and at His feet the kneeling figure of Theodore Metochites in the gorgeous 
dress of one of the highest Byzantine dignitaries holding a model of the 
church in his hand; his name is on the mosaic. He died there in 1332. 

The famous Nicephorus Gregoras, who was among his pupils, in his writ- 
ings has portrayed the personality of his master in a detailed and enthusiastic 
fashion.*** His numerous and various works of which many are unpublished 
and very little studied—philosophical and historical essays, rhetorical and 
astronomical writings, poetry and numerous letters to eminent contempo- 
raries—place Theodore Metochites along with Nicephorus Gregoras and De- 
metrius Cydones as one of the most brilliant Byzantine humanists of the four- 
teenth century. The most recent investigator defined the work of Metochites 
as prodigious and various, and styles him “probably the greatest writer of the 
fourteenth century and one of the greatest writers of Byzantine literature.’”*** 
His philosophical studies cause some scholars (for example, Sathas and later 
Th. Uspensky) to consider Metochites a forerunner of the Byzantine Platon- 
ists of the fifteenth century in general and of Gemistus Plethon in particular.*”° 

Of all his works, the best known is Commentaries and Moral Judgments, 
usually known as Miscellanies (Miscellanea philosophica et historica). It is a 
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sort of encyclopedia, “an inestimable mine of Metochites’ ideas,” which gives 
the reader grounds to admire his vast and profound erudition. Metochites 
cited and, in all probability, had read over seventy Greek writers. Synesius 
seems to have been his principal source and his favorite author.*®° In his works 
are scattered many very important historical records on the history not only 
of Byzantium, but also of neighboring peoples; an example is his detailed 
account of his embassy to the tsar of Serbia in 1298 to negotiate for the mar- 
riage of one of the daughters of Andronicus II.*** 

Metochites wrote twenty poems, of which only two are published. The firs: 
one, of 1355 lines, is a long description of his own life and of the monastery 
of Chora; the second poem is another description of that monastery ;*”” the 
other eighteen poems, which are not yet published, have been analyzed, and 
they contain a great deal of information on the author’s life and on the his 
torical events of his time.*®* In the nineteenth poem Metochites gave a detailed 
description of his palace with its riches, comfort, and beauty,*°* which he lost 
during the revolution of 1328. His poems are written in a polished style which 
is sometimes not easy to understand. But this was not his peculiarity alone: 
many Byzantine writers, both of prose and poetry, wrote in a style which 
lacked clarity and needed commentaries. From their point of view the subtlest 
style had most value. 

Metochites also left some letters; only four of them exist, and they are of 
no great importance. In all likelihood his other letters were destroyed by his 
enemies.*°° Metochites’ role in art is also very important; this importance 1s 
due particularly to the mosaics of the Chora. He was right when he expressed 
the hope that his work in the field of art would secure to him “a glorious 
memory among posterity until the end of the world.”*°* 

Without doubt, one of the most important problems for research in the 
history of the Palaeologian renaissance is the whole work of Theodore Meto- 
chites. There is still much to be done. His greatness as a man and his impor- 
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tance in the cultural movement of the fourteenth century is just beginning to 
be recognized. His writings must first be completely published and studied, 
and only then will it be possible to estimate adequately a great man in a great 
cultural epoch. 

Among the philologists under Andronicus II may be mentioned Thomas 
Magister, who came from the literary circle of Moschopulus, Theodore Meto- 
chites, and Gregoras, and was the author of many scholia on ancient writers, 
orations, and letters, and whose literary work deserves to be better known than 
it is now.*°” Another philologist of the same time was Demetrius Triklinius, 
an excellent text critic, who, as Krumbacher said,*°® may be placed on a level 
with some modern editors, and a high authority on ancient authors, such ‘as 
Pindar, Aeschylus, Sophocles, Euripides, Aristophanes, and Theocritus. 

In jurisprudence there belongs to the epoch of the Palaeologi the last im- 
portant juridical work which has preserved its vital significance to the present. 
It is a great compilation written by a jurist and judge of Thessalonica in the 
fourteenth century, Constantine Harmenopulus, known by the title of Hex- 
abiblos (€€aBiBdos), for it is divided into six books, or “Promptuarium” 
(mpoxeipoy vouwv, manuale legum). This compilation contains civil and 
criminal law with some supplements, for example, the very well-known Rural 
Code. The author used the earlier legislative works, the Prochiron, the Basilics, 
the Novels, as well as the Ecloga, Epanagoge, and some others.*°® In connec- 
tion with the question of the sources of the Hexabiblos, there has been pointed 
out a very important problem which has not yet been satisfactorily elucidated. 
It was shown that Harmenopulus used several sources in very old versions, 
without the additions and alterations that were made by the legislative com- 
mission of Justinian the Great;*’° in other words, the Hexabiblos offers valu- 
able material for critical study on the sources of the Justinian Code, the origi- 
nal form of altered texts, and the traces of the so-called classical Roman Law 
in the juridical works of Byzantium. After 1453 the Hexabiblos of Harmen- 
opulus became widespread in the West, and the humanists studied attentively 
and carefully that juridical work of fallen Byzantium. The compilation of 
Harmenopulus is still in use in judicial practice in present-day Greece and 
Bessarabia.*** 

Several medical treatises showing Arabic influence belong to the period of 
the Palaeologi. A medical manual of the end of the thirteenth century had 
considerable influence even on western medicine and was used as a textbook 
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by the faculty of medicine in Paris until the seventeenth century. The complete 
lack of originality in Byzantine medicine, however, has been repeated!v 
pointed out. A French professor of medicine who was particularly interested in 
Byzantine times remarked: “If one wished to deal with original works [on 
medicine], he would have nothing to record, and the page devoted to this 
more than millenarian period would remain blank.”*?? The study of mathe- 
matics and astronomy also flourished under the Palaeologi, and many of the 
versatile and encyclopaedic men already mentioned devoted part of their time 
to the exact sciences, drawing their material from the ancient works of 
Euclides and Ptolemy as well as from Persian and Arabic writings, the greater 
part of which, in their turn, were based upon Greek sources. 

Poetry was represented under the Palaeologi by Manuel Holobolus and 
Manuel Philes. Holobolus’ poetry has usually been estimated as artificial and 
unoriginal, seeking its subjects in the sphere of court interests, and therefore 
conventional and sometimes unpardonably fulsome and subservient.*** But 
more recent investigation shows that this judgment is erroneous; the poems, 
it is true, describe the magnificence and brilliance of court ceremonies, but 
show no personal flattery or subservience towards the emperor.*** Holobolus 
was also the author of an encomium of the Emperor Michael VIII.*** Manuel 
Philes, whose life was one of extreme misery, was forced to use his literary 
talent to get daily bread; sometimes, accordingly, he stooped to every kind of 
flattery and sycophancy. In this respect he may be compared with Theodore 
Prodrome of the twelfth century. 

The last great literary figure of the fourteenth century is Theodore Mel- 
teniotes. Several persons of this name are known who lived at the end of the 
thirteenth and at the beginning of the fourteenth century; therefore it is rather 
difficult to distinguish who among them wrote a work ascribed only to Meli- 
teniotes.4!® However, it is certain that Theodore Meliteniotes, who lived in the 
fourteenth century, was the author of an astronomical work, the most vast 
and most scientific of the entire Byzantine epoch, as well as of a long allegori- 
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cal poem in 3062 “political” verses, entitled Concerning Prudence (Eis rv 
aowdpoovvnv).**" A very interesting question has recently been raised as to © 
whether or not Meliteniotes’ poem was composed under the direct influence 
of Boccaccio’s L’A morosa Visione.*1* This example may illustrate once more 
the importance of cultural exchanges between Byzantium and Italy in the 
epoch of the Palaeologi. Some parallels between Concerning Prudence and 
the famous legendary Pélerinage de Charlemagne have recently been pointed 
out.**® 

Some very interesting literary documents written in the spoken language 
of the Palaeologian epoch have been preserved. The Greek version of the 
Chronicle of Morea, more than nine thousand verses in length, which has al- 
ready been evaluated from the historical point of view in connection with the 
conquest of the Peloponnesus by the Latins, gives an interesting specimen of 
the Greek spoken language of the time, which had already absorbed a num- 
ber of words and phrases from the tongues of the Roman conquerors. The 
problem of the original language of the Chronicle is still under debate: some 
scholars hold to the French version as the original, others to the Greek; more 
recently the opinion has been expressed that the original text was Italian, 
probably in the Venetian dialect.*°° In my own opinion, the original text is 
Greek. The author of the Greek version is usually regarded as a Hellenized 
Frank who lived at about the time of the events described and who was well 
acquainted with Peloponnesian affairs. 

To the same epoch belongs a romance in verse (about four thousand verses) 
“Lybistros and Rhodamne,” which strongly resembles, in plot and ideas, the 
romance, “Belthandros and Chrysantza.” The plot is briefly: Lybistros learns 
in a dream that Rhodamne is his predestined wife; he finds her in the person 
of an Indian princess, seeks for her love, and finally, victorious in single com- 
bat over his rival, wins her as his wife. Thanks to magic charms, the rival car- 
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ries off Rhodamne, who at last, after many adventures, is safely reunited to 
Lybistros.*** In this romance the blending of Frankish culture with Eastern 
living conditions is to be emphasized. While in “Belthandros and Chrysantza™ 
the Frankish culture is still quite distinct from the Greek, in “Lybistros” the 
Frankish culture has deeply penetrated the Byzantine soil; but, in turn, it is 
beginning to yield to Greek influence. Nevertheless, despite the Latin in- 
fluence, this poem is much more than an imitation of a Western model. Dieh| 
said: “If the society described seems to be penetrated with certain Latin ele- 
ments, it keeps, as a whole, a clearly Byzantine color.”*®? The original version 
of the romance belongs to the fourteenth century. The romance “Lybistros and 
Rhodamne” exists in a later revised version. 

Probably to the fifteenth century belongs the Greek version of a Tuscan 
poem The Romance of Fiorio and Biancifiore (Il cantare di Fiorio e Bianci- 
fiore), dating from the fourteenth century. The Greek version contains about 
2000 lines in popular Greek and in “political” meter. The Greek text does noi 
give any indication as to the Greek poet. Krumbacher thought that the author 
of the version was a Hellenized Frank,*** that is to say, a member of the 
Catholic religion. But this statement is now regarded as erroneous, and prob- 
ably the anonymous author of the Greek version was an Orthodox Greek.**! 
The Greek version of the “Romance of Phlorias and Platzia Phlore” (®Awpiov 
kai II\drlia PAwp7s) is of great interest as far as the popular Greek of the 
Palaeologian epoch is concerned. 

Probably at the beginning of the fifteenth century originated the poem, 
The Byzantine Achilleid, also written in political meter. In spite of the classi- 
cal title calling to mind the Trojan war and Homer, the poem has very little 
to do with Homer. The scene is laid in a setting of Frankish feudalism. The 
personality of the hero of the poem, Achilles, is influenced by another Byzan- 
tine epic hero, Digenes Akrites. “Achilles is Digenes baptised under a classical 
name.’*?° It is not clear whether the author of the Achillerd was acquainted 
with one of the versions of the Byzantine epic, or whether he drew his similar 
episodes from the sources common to both poems, i.e. popular songs. The 
question cannot be definitely decided; but some parallels in both texts make 
the first assumption more probable.***® The poem ends with the death of 
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Achilles in Troy at the hands of Paris and Deiphobos, and the sack of the city 
by the Hellenes in revenge for his death. 

A striking rise in art, at first sight rather unexpected considering the general 
situation of the Empire under the Palaeologi, must also be emphasized. The 
revival of Byzantine art under the Palaeologi, which produced such work as 
the mosaics of Qahriye-jami, Mistra, Athos, and Serbia, was so sudden and 
incomprehensible that scholars have advanced various hypotheses to explain 
the sources of the new forms of art. The followers of the so-called “western” 
hypothesis, taking into consideration western influence on Byzantine life in 
all its aspects since the Fourth Crusade, compared the Byzantine monuments 
with the Italian frescoes of trecento in general and with those of Giotto and 
some other artists in particular, who were living in Italy when the first produc- 
tions of art of the eastern renaissance under the Palaeologi appeared. They 
came to the conclusion that the Italian masters of trecento might have in- 
fluenced Byzantine art, and that this was the explanation of the new forms 
in the East. The western hypothesis, however, cannot be accepted, because 
an exactly opposite situation, that is, Byzantine influence upon Italian art, 
rather than Italian influence upon the art of the Byzantine Empire, has now 
been proved to exist. 

The second or “Syrian” hypothesis, advanced at the beginning of the twen- 
tieth century by Strzygowski and Th. Schmidt, consists of the assumption that 
the best achievements of Byzantine art under the Palaeologi were mere copies 
of old Syrian originals, i.e. of originals which, in truth, from the fourth cen- 
tury to the seventh, furnished not a few new forms adopted by Byzantine art. 
If one accepts this theory, there is no renaissance of Byzantine art in the four- 
teenth century, or any originality, or any creative power of Byzantine masters 
of that epoch; in this case all is reduced to good copies from some good old 
models very unsatisfactorily known. This theory, which N. Kondakov called 
“archaeological sport,’*?” has found a few adherents.**° 
_ In the first edition of his Manual of Byzantine Art, published in 1910, Ch. 
Diehl rejected both these theories and saw the roots of the renaissance of art 
under the Palaeologi in the general cultural rise so characteristic of their epoch, 
and in the awakening of a very vivid feeling of Hellenic patriotism, as well 
as in the gradual rising of new currents in Byzantine art which had appeared 
in Byzantium as early as the eleventh century, i.e. beginning with the time 
of the Comnenian dynasty. Therefore, “for him who examines the matter 
attentively, the great artistic movement of the fourteenth century is no sudden 
and unexpected phenomenon; it owed its being to the natural evolution of art 
in conditions particularly favorable and vigorous; and if foreign influences 
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partially contributed to its brilliant flowering, it drew from itself, from thz 
deep roots embedded in the past, its strong and original qualities.”**° 

In 1917 D. Ainalov criticized Diehl’s solution from the point of view of 
method. Diehl did not base his conclusions upon direct analysis of the works 
of art, but drew it indirectly from data on the development of literature. 
science, and so on. Ainalov believed that the problem of the origin of the new 
forms of Byzantine painting in the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries could 
be solved only by the comparative method. Examination of the geographical 
and architectural peculiarities of the mosaics of Qahriye-jami at Constanti- 
nople and of the Church of St. Mark at Venice caused Ainalov to emphasize 
a remarkable relationship between these forms and those of the landscape 
painting of the primitive Italian Renaissance. He came to the conclusion that 
Byzantine painting of the fourteenth century cannot be considered a genuine 
phenomenon of Byzantine art; it is only the reflection of a new development 
in Italian painting, which in its turn was based on earlier Byzantine art 
“Venice is one of the intermediary centers of this retro-action of the art of the 
earlier Renaissance upon the later Byzantine art.”’**° 

Th. Schmidt maintained that amid the general economic and political decay 
of the Empire under the Palaeologi a real renaissance of art in the four- 
teenth century was impossible.**? In this connection Diehl justly remarked: 
“This hypothesis may seem ingenious; but it is a matter of affirmation rather 
than of proof.”*** In 1925 Dalton, independently of Ainalov, wrote of the four- 
teenth century: “The new things out of Italy which appear in Serbia, at Mistra, 
or in Constantinople are very largely old Greek things returning home, super- 
ficially enhanced by a Sienese attractiveness. This being so, we cannot properly 
regard the painting either of the Slavs or of the Byzantine Greeks in the 
fourteenth century as dominated by Western influence. Italy had touched with 
animation and grace an art essentially unchanged.”*** Finally, taking into 
consideration the recent works of Millet, Bréhier, and Ainalov, Diehl in the 
second edition of his Manual of Byzantine Art summed up the matter by call- 
ing the fourteenth century a true renaissance. It developed with magnificent 
fullness and complete continuity the trends of the eleventh and twelfth cen- 
turies, so that between the past and the fourteenth century there is no break. 
At this point Diehl repeated the passage of his first edition already quoted.*** 
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In 1930 L. Bréhier wrote: “The Byzantine art of the epoch of the Palaeologi 
appears as a synthesis between the two spiritual forces which dominate the 
history of Byzantium: classicism and mysticism.”*** In 1938 A. Grabar stated 
that the progress (/’essor) of Byzantine art under the Palaeologi was par- 
ticularly remarkable; under them the last renaissance of arts, specifically of 
painting, manifested itself both within the Empire which was finally reduced 
to Constantinople and its suburbs, and in the autonomous Greek principalities 
(Sparta, Trebizond) and the Slavonic kingdoms which followed the example 
of Byzantium.**® After all that has been said, the following statement seems 
incomprehensible: “The story of Byzantine art really ends with the sack of 
Constantinople by the Franks in 1204.”**7 On the contrary, the Byzantine 
Renaissance is a rich, fruitful field, worthy of more investigation.**® 

Many monuments of the renaissance of Byzantine art under the Palaeologi 
survive. Among the buildings, the churches are most notable, in particular 
seven in Peloponnesian Mistra, several on Mount Athos, many in Macedonia, 
which in the fourteenth century was under the power of Serbia, and a number 
in Serbia itself. The brilliant flowering of mosaic work and fresco painting 
under the Palaeologi resulted in a remarkable legacy: the mosaics of Qahriye- 
jami in Constantinople, already referred to, and many frescoes of Mistra, 
Macedonia, and Serbia. On Mount Athos are mosaics and frescoes of the late 
thirteenth, the fourteenth, and fifteenth centuries, but the full flower of 
Athonian art belongs to the sixteenth century. The famous Byzantine painter 
Manuel Panselinos of Thessalonica (Salonika), the “Raphael” or “Giotto of 
Byzantine painting,” probably lived in the first half of the sixteenth century; 
some of his work is perhaps still to be seen on Mount Athos, but on this point 
some uncertainty exists.*°° 

Many icons and illuminated manuscripts dating from the epoch of the 
Palaeologi have also been preserved. An example is a famous manuscript of 
Madrid of the fourteenth century containing the chronicle of John Scylitzes 
with about 600 interesting miniatures reflecting the history of Byzantium from 
811 to the middle of the eleventh century—the period Scylitzes covered.**° 
Two Parisian manuscripts, one belonging to the fourteenth century with a 
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miniature of John Cantacuzene presiding at the Hesychast council, and the 
other to the beginning of the fifteenth century with a miniature of Manuel 
II, have already been mentioned.**? 

The art of the Palaeologian epoch and its reflections in the Slavonic countries 
in general and Russia in particular have not yet been thoroughly studied ; the 
evidence on this period has not yet been completely collected or studied, and 
in some cases not even discovered. Discussing the study of icon painting of the 
thirteenth and fourteenth centuries N. P. Kondakov wrote in 1909: ““To speak 
generally, we enter a dark forest in which the paths are unexplored.”**? A 
more recent scholar of Byzantine painting of the fourteenth century, D. V. 
Ainalov, added: “In this forest, however, some pioneers have already beaten 
paths in various directions and made some important positive observations. **? 
In 1919 G. Millet, in his book on the medieval Serbian churches, endeavored 
to refute the common opinion that Serbian art was nothing but a branch of By- 
zantine art and to prove that Serbian art had an original character of its own.*** 

Summarizing what has been said of the cultural movement under the 
Palaeologi, one must first of all certify toa great strength, activity, and variety 
not present in earlier times, when the general situation of the Empire seemed 
much more favorable to cultural achievement. This rise, of course, must not 
be considered sudden, without roots in the past. These roots are to be seen in 
the cultural rise of Byzantium in the epoch of the Comneni; and the connect- 
ing link between these two periods, separated from each other by the fatal 
Latin domination, is the cultural life of the Empire of Nicaea with Nicephorus 
Blemmydes and the enlightened emperors of the Lascarid dynasty. In spite 
of all the difficulties of the political situation the Nicaean emperors succeeded 
in sheltering and developing the best intellectual spirit of the epoch to trans- 
mit it to the restored Empire of the Palaeologi. Under the latter the cultural 
life flowered abundantly, especially at the end of the thirteenth and in the 
fourteenth century. Thereafter, under the pressure of Turkish danger, it began 
to decline in Constantinople, and the best minds of the fifteenth century, such 
as Bessarion of Nicaea and Gemistus Plethon, transferred their activity to the 
Peloponnesus, to Mistra, the center resembling some of the smaller Italian 
centers of the Renaissance and apparently less exposed to Turkish conquest 
than Constantinople or Thessalonica. 

Several times Byzantine cultural interests and problems have been compared 
with analogous interests and problems of the epoch of the earlier Italian Ren- 
aissance. Both Italy and Byzantium were living through a time of intense cul- 
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tural activity with many common traits and a common origin arising from the 
economic and intellectual revolution achieved by the crusades. This was not 
the epoch of an Italian Renaissance or a Byzantine Renaissance but, to use 
the word in its broad sense and not to limit it to a single nation, the epoch of 
the Greco-Italian or, generally speaking, southern European Renaissance. 
Later, in the fifteenth century, in southeastern Europe this rise was ended 
by the Turkish conquest; in the west, in Italy, general conditions shaped them- 
selves in such a way that the cultural life could develop further and spread to 
other countries. 

Of course, Byzantium had no Dante. The Byzantine Renaissance was bound 
by the traditions of its past, in which creative spirit and independence had been 
subdued by the strict authority of church and state. Formalism and conven- 
tionalism were the characteristics of the Byzantine past. Taking into considera- 
tion these conditions of Byzantine life, one is amazed by the intensive cultural 
activity of the Palaeologian period and by the energetic efforts of its best minds 
to enter the new way of free and independent investigation in literature and 
art. But the fatal destiny of the Eastern Empire prematurely crushed this lit- 
erary, scientific, and artistic ardor.**° 


BYZANTIUM AND THE ITALIAN RENAISSANCE 


In considering what influence was exerted on the Italian Renaissance by 
the medieval Greek tradition in general and by the Byzantine Greeks in par- 
ticular, it is important to remember that it was not interest in and acquaintance 
with classical antiquity that called forth the Renaissance in Italy. On the con- 
trary, the conditions of Italian life which evoked and developed the Renais- 
sance were the real cause of the rise of interest in antique culture. 

In the middle of the nineteenth century some historians thought that the 
Italian Renaissance was called forth by the Greeks who fled from Byzantium 
to Italy before the Turkish danger, especially at the fall of Constantinople in 
1453. For example, a Russian Slavophile of the first half of the nineteenth cen- 
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tury, J. V. Kireyevsky, wrote: “When after the capture of Constantinople the 
fresh and pure air of Hellenic thought blew from the East to the West, anc 
the thinking man in the West breathed more easily and freely, the whole 
structure of scholasticism collapsed at once.”**® Obviously, such a point o: 
view is quite untenable if only for no other reason than elementary chroncoi- 
ogy: the Renaissance is known to have embraced the whole of Italy by the 
first half of the fifteenth century, and the chief leaders of the so-called Italian 
humanism, Petrarca and Boccaccio, lived in the fourteenth century. 

There are, then, two problems: the influence of the medieval Greek tradi- 
tion upon the Renaissance and the influence of the Byzantine Greeks upon the 
Renaissance. Considering the latter first, what sort of Greeks were those whose 
names are connected with the epoch of the earlier Renaissance, i.e. the four- 
teenth century and the very beginning of the fifteenth ? 

Chronologically, the first to be named is a Greek of Calabria, in southern 
Italy, Barlaam, who died about the middle of the fourteenth century, who 
participated in the Hesychast quarrel. He put on the monastic habit in Cala- 
bria, changed his name from Bernardo to Barlaam, and spent some time in 
Thessalonica, on Mount Athos, and in Constantinople. The Emperor, An- 
dronicus the Younger, sent him on an important mission to the West concern- 
ing the crusade against the Turks and the union of the churches. After a fruit- 
less journey he returned to Byzantium, where he took part in the religious 
movement of the Hesychasts, and then went back to the West, where he ended 
his days. Barlaam is a personality of whom the first humanists often speak, and 
the scholars of the nineteenth century vary in their opinion of him. At Avig- 
non Petrarca met Barlaam and began to learn Greek with him in order to 
be able to read Greek authors in the original. In one of his letters Petrarca 
spoke of Barlaam as follows: “There was another, my teacher, who, having 
aroused in me the most delightful hope, died and left me at the very beginning 
of my studies [12 1pso studiorum lacte|.” In another letter Petrarca wrote: “He 
[i.e. Barlaam] was most excellent in Greek eloquence, and very poor in Latin: 
rich in ideas and quick in mind, he was embarrassed in expressing his emo- 
tions in words.”**7 In a third letter he said: “I always was very anxious to 
study all of Greek literature and if Fortune had not envied my beginnings 
and deprived me of an excellent teacher, now I might be something more than 
an elementary Hellenist.”**® Petrarca never succeeded in reading Greek litera- 
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ture in the original. Barlaam also had some influence on Boccaccio, who in his 
work The Genealogy of the Gods (Genealogia deorum) calls Barlaam a man 
“with a small body but enormous knowledge,” and who puts entire confidence 
in him in all matters pertaining to Greek scholarship.**® 

The theological and mathematical essays, notes, and orations of Barlaam 
which are accessible afford no sufficient reason to call him a humanist. In all 
probability, his writings were unknown to Petrarca; and Boccaccio distinctly 
says that he “has seen no single one of his works.”*°° Neither is there enough 
data to testify to his wide education or exceptional knowledge of literature, 
in other words, no reason to believe that Barlaam possessed enough talent or 
cultural force to exert a great influence on his most talented and educated 
Italian contemporaries, the leading spirits of the epoch, such as Petrarca and 
Boccaccio. Therefore we cannot agree with the exaggerated estimation of 
Barlaam’s influence upon the Renaissance which appears sometimes in ex- 
cellent works. For example, a German scholar, G. Korting, observed: “When 
Barlaam, by his hasty departure from Avignon, had deprived Petrarca of the 
possibility of deeper knowledge of the Greek tongue and civilization, he de- 
stroyed thereby the proud structure of the future and decided for centuries 
the destiny of the European peoples. Small causes, great effects!”*°* A Russian 
scholar, Th. Uspensky, wrote on the same subject: “The vivid conception of 
the idea and importance of Hellenic studies with which the men of the Italian 
Renaissance were filled, must be wholly attributed to the indirect and direct 
influence of Barlaam. Thus, great merit in the history of medieval culture be- 
longs to him. . . . On the basis of real facts, we may strongly affirm that he 
combined the best qualities of the scholarship then existing.”’**? 

The role of Barlaam in the history of the Renaissance was in reality much 
more modest. He was nothing but a rather imperfect teacher of the Greek 
language, who could impart the elements of grammar and serve as a diction- 
ary, “containing,” said Korelin, “very inexact information.”*°* The most cor- 
rect estimation of Barlaam’s significance was given by A. Veselovsky: “The 
role of Barlaam in the history of earlier Italian humanism is superficial and 
casual. . . . As a medieval scholastic and enemy of Platonic philosophy, he 
could share with his Western friends only the knowledge of the Greek lan- 
guage and some fragments of erudition; but he was magnified by virtue of the 
hopes and expectations in which the genuine evolution of humanism expressed 
itself and to which he was unable to respond.”*** 

The second Greek who played a considerable role in the epoch of the earlier 
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Renaissance was a pupil of Barlaam, Leontius Pilatus, who like his teacher 
came from Calabria and who died in the seventh decade of the fourteenth cen- 
tury. Moving from Italy to Greece and back again, passing in Italy for a Greek 
of Thessalonica and in Greece for an Italian and living nowhere without 
quarrels, he stayed for three years at Florence with Boccaccio, to whom he 
taught Greek and gave some information for his Genealogy of the Gods. Both 
Petrarca and Boccaccio spoke of Leontius in their writings, and depict in a 
similar way the refractory, harsh, and impertinent character and repulsive 
appearance of this “man of such bestial manners and strange customs.”**’ 
In one of his letters to Boccaccio, Petrarca wrote that Leontius, who left him 
after many insolent remarks against Italy and the Italians, on his journey sent 
him a letter “longer and more disgusting than his beard and hair, in which he 
exalts to the skies hated Italy and vilifies and blames Greece and Byzantum, 
which he greatly exalted before; then he asks me to call him back to me and 
supplicates and beseeches more earnestly than the Apostle Peter besought 
Christ commanding the waters.” In the same letter are the following interest- 
ing lines: “And now listen and laugh: among other things, he asks me to 
recommend him by letter to the Constantinopolitan Emperor, whom I know 
neither personally nor by name; but he wants this and therefore imagines that 
[that Emperor] is as benevolent and gracious to me as the Roman Emperor; 
as if the similarity of their title identified them, or because the Greeks call 
Constantinople the second Rome and dare to regard it not only as equal to 
the ancient, but even as surpassing it in population and wealth.”**® In his 
Genealogy of the Gods Boccaccio described Leontius as horribly ugly, always 
absorbed in his thoughts, rough and unfriendly, but the greatest living au- 
thority on Greek literature and an inexhaustible archive of Greek legends and 
fables.*°” While he was with Boccaccio, Leontius made the first literary Latin 
translation of Homer. However, this translation was so unsatisfactory that 
later humanists judged it desirable to replace it by a new one. Taking into 
account the fact that Leontius, as Boccaccio stated, was indebted to his teacher 
Barlaam for much of his knowledge, Th. Uspensky said that “the importance 
of the latter must rise even higher in our eyes.”*** 

Fully recognizing the considerable influence of Leontius Pilatus on Boccac- 
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cio in the study of Greek, nevertheless, in the general history of the Renais- 
sance, the role of Pilatus is reduced to the spreading of the knowledge of the 
Greek language and literature in Italy by means of lessons and translations. 
Moreover, the immortality of Boccaccio does not rest upon the material 
afforded him by Greek literature, but upon an entirely different basis. 

Thus, the role in the history of the early humanistic movement of these 
Greeks who were in origin not Byzantines, but south Italians (Calabrians), is 
reduced to the mere transmission of technical information on language and 
literature. 

Stress has several times been laid on the fact that Barlaam and Leontius 
Pilatus came from Calabria, from southern Italy, where the Greek language 
and tradition continued to live all through the Middle Ages. Regardless of the 
ancient “Magna Graecia” in southern Italy, whose Hellenic elements had not 
been entirely absorbed by Rome, the conquests of Justinian in the sixth cen- 
tury had introduced to Italy in general and to southern Italy in particular not 
a few Greek elements. The Lombards, who shortly after Justinian conquered 
the greater part of Italy were themselves affected by Greek influence, be- 
came to some extent the champions of Hellenic civilization. It is important to 
examine the evolution of Hellenism in southern Italy and Sicily, the Greek 
population of which gradually increased. In the sixth and seventh centuries 
many Greeks were forced to leave their country for southern Italy and Sicily 
under pressure of Slavonic invasions into Greece.**® In the seventh century a 
huge Greek emigration to Sicily and southern Italy took place from the By- 
zantine regions conquered and devastated by the Persians and Arabs. In the 
eighth century a vast number of Greek monks came to Italy, escaping the per- 
secution of the iconoclastic emperors. Finally, in the ninth and tenth centuries 
Greek refugees from Sicily, then being conquered by the Arabs, inundated 
southern Italy. This was probably the main source of the Hellenization of 
Byzantine southern Italy, because Byzantine culture there began to flourish 
only in the tenth century, “as if it were but the continuation and inheritance 
of the Greek culture of Sicily.”4°° A. Veselovsky wrote: “Thus, in southern 
Italy there formed densely populated Greek ethnic islands as well as a people 
and society united by one language and religion and by a cultural tradition, 
which was represented by the monasteries. The bloom of that culture embraces 
the period from the second half of the ninth century to the second half of the 
tenth; but it also continues later, in the epoch of the Normans... . The 
founding of the most important Greek monasteries in southern Italy belongs 
to the twelfth century. Their history is the history of south Italian Hellenism. 
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They had had their heroic period, that of anchorites living in caves and pre- 
ferring contemplation to reading and writing, as well as the period of well- 
organized cenobitic institutions with schools of copyists, libraries, and literary 
activity.” *°* Greek medieval southern Italy produced a number of writers who 
devoted themselves to composing not only lives of the saints, but also religious 
poetry; they “were also preserving the traditions of learning.”** In the second 
half of the thirteenth century Roger Bacon wrote the Pope concerning Italy, 
“in which, in many places, the clergy and people were purely Greek.”*** An 
old French chronicler stated of the same time that the peasants of Calabria 
spoke nothing but Greek.*™ In the fourteenth century, in one of his letters. 
Petrarca spoke of a certain youth who, on his advice, is to go to Calabria: he 
wished to go directly to Constantinople, “but learning that Greece abounding 
once in great talents now lacks them, he believed my words . . . ; hearing 
from me that in our time in Calabria there were some men thoroughly ac- 
quainted with Greek literature . . . he determined to go there.”**” Thus, 
the Italians of the fourteenth century did not need to appeal to Byzantium 
for elementary technical acquaintance with the Greek language and the be- 
ginnings of Greek literature; they had a nearer source, in southern Italy, the 
source which gave them Barlaam and Leontius Pilatus. 

The real influence of Byzantium upon Italy begins at the end of the four- 
teenth century and continues during the fifteenth century, the time of the rea! 
Byzantine humanists, Manuel Chrysoloras, Gemistus Plethon, and Bessarion 
of Nicaea. 

Born in Constantinople about the middle of the fourteenth century, Manuel 
Chrysoloras enjoyed in his native country the renown of an eminent teacher, 
rhetorician, and philosopher. A young Italian humanist, Guarino, went to 
Constantinople on purpose to hear Chrysoloras; the latter taught him Greek. 
and Guarino began to study Greek authors. Chrysoloras, by order of the Em- 
peror, came on a special political mission to Italy, where his fame had already 
reached and where he was enthusiastically received. The Italian centers of 
humanism, in eager rivalry, showered the foreign scholar with invitations. 
For several years he taught at the University of Florence, where a great group 
of humanists attended his classes. At the request of Emperor Manuel II, who 
was at that time in Italy, he removed for a short time to Milan and later on 
became a professor at Pavia. After a short stay in Byzantium Chrysoloras re- 
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turned to Italy, and then, in behalf of the Emperor, made a long journey to 
England, France, and, possibly, Spain, finally entering into close relation with 
the papal curia. Sent by the pope to Germany to negotiate about the coming 
council, he arrived at Constance, where the Council was held, and died there 
in 1415. Chrysoloras’ chief importance was apparently due to his teaching and 
to his ability to transmit to his auditors his vast knowledge of Greek literature. 
His writings in the form of theological treatises, Greek grammar, translations 
(for example, a literary translation of Plato), and letters, do not justify attribut- 
ing to him a really great literary talent. But his influence on the humanists 
was enormous, and they showered upon the Byzantine professor the highest 
praise and most sincere enthusiasm. Guarino compared him with the sun 
illuminating Italy which had been sunk in deep darkness, and expressed a wish 
that thankful Italy should erect in his honor triumphal arches along his way.**° 
He is sometimes called “the prince of Greek eloquence and philosophy.”**’ 
The most eminent men of the new movement were among his pupils. A 
French historian of the Renaissance, Monnier, recalling the judgments of the 
humanists on Barlaam and Pilatus, wrote: “Here is no dull intellect, no lousy 
beard, no coarse Calabrian ready to laugh bestially at the admirable flashes 
of wit of a Terence. Manuel Chrysoloras is a veritable Greek; he is from By- 
zantium; he is noble; he is erudite; besides Greek he knows Latin; he is grave, 
mild, religious, and prudent; he seems to be born for virtue and glory; he 
is familiar with the latest achievements of science and philosophy; he is a 
master. This is the first Greek professor who renewed the classical tradition 
by occupying a chair in Italy.”*%° 

But Italy of the fifteenth century was influenced much more deeply and 
widely by the famous leaders of the Byzantine Renaissance, Gemistus Plethon 
and Bessarion of Nicaea. The former was the initiator of the Platonic Academy 
at Florence and the regenerator of Platonic philosophy in the West, and Bes- 
sarion was a man of first importance in the cultural movement of the time. 

Bessarion was born at the very beginning of the fifteenth century at Trebi- 
zond, where he received his elementary education. He was sent to Constan- 
tinople for further advance in knowledge, and then he began to study thor- 
oughly the Greek poets, orators, and philosophers. A meeting with the Italian 
humanist, Filelfo, who was then attending lectures in Constantinople, made 
Bessarion acquainted with the humanistic movement in Italy, and with the 
deep interest in ancient literature and art which was then making its appear- 


466 See P. Monnier, Le Quattrocento. Essai enim praestantiorem Manuele virum, aut 
sur Vhistotre littéraire du XV® siécle italien, 11, _ vidisse aut legisse meminit, qui ad virtutem 


6. ad gloriam sine ulla dubitatione natus erat? 
467 See Korelin, Early Italian Humanism, ...” Decembrio declares “that as to his 
1002. knowledge of letters, he did not seem to be a 
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ance there. After taking the monastic habit Bessarion continued his studies 
in the Peloponnesus, at Mistra, under the guidance of the famous Plethon 
himself. As the archbishop of Nicaea he accompanied the Emperor to the 
Council of Ferrara-Florence and greatly influenced the course of the negotia- 
tions toward union. Bessarion wrote during the council, “I do not judge it 
right to separate from the Latins in spite of all plausible reasons.”**® 

During his stay in Italy, he plunged into the intense life of the Renaissance 
and, not inferior himself to the Italian humanists in talent and education, he 
came into close contact with them, and, thanks to his opinion on the problem 
of union, he had also an intimate connection with the papal curia. On his re- 
turn to Constantinople, Bessarion soon realized that, because of the hostility 
of the great majority of the Greek population, the union could not be accom- 
plished in the East. At this time he received news from Italy that he had been 
appointed a cardinal of the Roman church. Feeling the ambiguity of his posi- 
tion in his own country, he yielded to his desire to return to Italy, the center 
of humanism, and left Byzantium for Italy. 

At Rome the house of Bessarion became a center of humanistic intercourse. 
The most eminent representatives of humanism, such as Poggio and Valla. 
were his friends. Valla in reference to Bessarion’s excellent knowledge of both 
classical languages called him “the best Greek of the Latins and the best Latin 
of the Greeks” (latinorum graecissimus, graecorum latinissimus).*°° Purchas- 
ing books or ordering copies made, Bessarion collected an excellent library 
comprising the works of the Fathers of the Eastern and Western churches and 
works of theological thought in general, as well as humanistic literature. 
Towards the end of his life he bestowed his very rich library upon the city of 
Venice, where it became one of the chief foundations of the famous present- 
day library of St. Mark (Bibliotheca Marciana); at the entrance door the 
portrait of Bessarion may be still seen. 

Another idea in which he was greatly interested was that of a crusade against 
the Turks. At the news of the fall of Constantinople, Bessarion wrote im- 
mediately to the Doge of Venice calling his attention to the danger threatening 
Europe from the Turks and for this reason appealing to him to take arms 
against them.‘”? At that time Europe was unable to understand any other 
reason. Bessarion died at Ravenna in 1472, whence his body was transported to 
Rome for a solemn burial. 

Bessarion’s literary activity was carried on in Italy. Besides numerous works 
of theological character concerning union, 4 Dogmatic Oration, the refuta- 

469 Oratio dogmatica pro unione; ed. Migne, L. Mohler, Kardinal Bessarion als Theologe. 
Patrologia Graeca, CLXI, 612. Humanist und Staatsmann, 406. 

470 HY, Vast, Le Cardinal Bessarion (1403- 471 See A. Sadov, Bessarion of Nicaea, 2-6. 
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tion of Marcus Eugenicus (Mark of Ephesus), and works of polemic and 
exegesis, Bessarion left translations of some classical authors, among them 
Demosthenes and Xenophon, and of the metaphysics of Aristotle, works much 
more characteristic of him as a humanist. An admirer of Plato, Bessarion in his 
work Against Plato's Calumniator (In calumniatorem Platonis), succeeded in 
remaining more or less objective, which cannot be said of the other champions 
of Aristotelianism and Platonism. Only a short time ago was published Bes- 
sarion’s long Encomium (Eulogy) of his native city, Trebizond, which is of 
great importance from the historical point of view.*’? 

Bessarion presents, as his French biographer said, better than anyone else 
among the eminent men of his time an example of the fusion of the Greek 
genius with the Latin genius, from which the Renaissance sprang forth. “Bes- 
sarion lived on the threshold between two ages. He is a Greek who becomes 
Latin, . . . a cardinal who protects scholars, a scholastic theologian who 
breaks lances in favor of Platonism, an enthusiastic admirer of antiquity who 
has contributed more than anyone to originating the modern age. He is con- 
nected with the Middle Ages by the ideal which he endeavors to realize in the 
Christian union and the crusade; and he predominates over his age and urges 
it with ardor into the new ways of progress and the Renaissance.”*”* One of 
the contemporaries of Bessarion, Michael Apostolius (Apostolios), full of en- 
thusiasm for Bessarion’s personality and talent, made him almost a demigod. 
In his funeral oration for Bessarion he wrote: “[ Bessarion] was the reflection 
of divine and true wisdom.”*** Many of Bessarion’s writings are still not 
published. An interesting modern tribute is that at the end of the nineteenth 
century Italy began issuing a Catholic periodical pursuing the aim of the union 
of the churches, under the title Bessarione. 

But Byzantium contfibuted greatly to the history of the Renaissance not 
only by implanting the knowledge of the Greek language and literature by 
lessons and lectures and by the activity of such talented men as Plethon or 
Bessarion, who opened new horizons to Italy; Byzantium also gave the West 
a vast number of earlier Greek manuscripts, which contained the best classical 
authors, not to mention Byzantine texts and the works of the Fathers of the 
Greek Church. 

Italian humanists, guided by the well known bibliophile Poggio, traveled 
through Italy and western Europe about the fourth decade of the fifteenth 
century, i.e. the epoch of the Council of Florence, and gathered together al- 
most all the Latin classics now known. After Manuel Chrysoloras, who 
aroused an enthusiastic veneration for ancient Hellas in Italy, there was evi- 


472 Ed. S. Lampros, Néos ‘EAAnvopynpowv, 474 Taudatio funebris Bessarionis; Migne, 
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dent an intensive movement for the acquisition of Greek books. For this pur- 
pose the Italians hoped to use the Byzantine libraries. The Italians who had 
gone to Byzantium to learn Greek wisdom returned to Italy bringing Greek 
books. The first of these was an auditor of Chrysoloras in Constantinople, 
Guarino. What Poggio did for collecting the works of Roman literature. 
Giovanni Aurispa did for Greek literature: he went to Byzantium and brought 
from Constantinople, the Peloponnesus, and the islands no less than 23 
volumes, in other words, a whole library comprising the best classical writers. 

As, in connection with the Turkish conquest, living conditions in Byzan- 
tium were growing harder and more dangerous, the Greeks emigrated in 
large numbers to the West and carried with them the works of their literature. 
The accumulation in Italy of the treasures of the classical world owing to 
conditions in Byzantium, created in the West exceptionally favorable condi- 
tions for acquaintance with the remote past of Hellas and her eternal culture. 
By transmitting classical works to the West and thereby saving them from 
destruction at the hands of the Turks, Byzantium performed great service for 
the future destinies of mankind. 
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EMPERORS OF THE BYZANTINE EMPIRE 


324-1453 


Constantine the Great (sole emperor), 324- 


337- 
Constantine, 337-340. 


Constans, 337-350. 

Constantius, 337-361. 

Julian the Apostate, 361-363. 
Jovian, 363-364. 

Valens, 364-378. 

Theodosius the Great, 379-395. 
Arcadius, 395-408. 

Theodosius II the Younger, 408-450. 
Marcian, 450-457. 

Leo I the Great, 457-474. 

Leo II, 474. 

Zeno, 474-491. 

Anastasius I, 491-518. 

Justin I, 518-527. 

Justinian I the Great, 527-565. 
Justin II, 565-578. 

Tiberius II, 578-582. 

Maurice, 582-602. 

Phocas, 602-610. 

Heraclius, 610-641. ~ 
Constantine II, 641. 

Heraclonas (Heracleon), 641. 
Constantine III (Constans II), 641-668. 
Constantine IV, 668-685. 
Justinian II Rhinotmetus, 685-695. 
Leontius, 695-698. 

Tiberius III (Apsimar), 698-705. 


Justinian II (for the second time), 705-711. 


Philippicus Bardanes, 711-713. 
Anastasius II (Artemius), 713-715. 
Theodosius III, 715-717. 

Leo III, 717-741. 

Constantine V Copronymus, 741-775. 
Leo IV the Khazar (Chazar), 775-780. 
Constantine VI, 780-797. 

Irene, 797-802. . 

Nicephorus I, 802-811. 

Stauracius, 811. 


Michael I Rangabé, 811-813. 

Leo V the Armenian, 813-820. 

Michael II the Stammerer, 820-829. 
Theophilus, 829-842. 

Michael III, 842-867. 

Basil I, 867-886. 

Leo VI the Philosopher (the Wise), 886-912. 
Alexander, 912-913. 

Constantine VII Porphyrogenitus, 913-959. 
Romanus I Lecapenus (co-emperor), g19- 


944. 

Stephen and Constantine, Romanus Lecape- 
nus’ sons, Dec. 944-Jan. 945. 

Romanus II, 959-963. 

Nicephorus II Phocas, 963-969. 

John I Tzimisces, 969-976. 

Basil II Bulgaroctonus, 976-1025. 

Constantine VIII, 1025-1028. 

Romanus III Argyrus, 1028-1034. = 

Michael IV the Paphlagonian, 1034-1041. 

Michael V Calaphates, 1041-1042. 

Theodora and Zoé, 1042. 

Constantine IX Monomachus, 1042-1055. 

Theodora, 1055-1056. 

Michael VI Stratioticus, 1056-1057. 

Isaac I Comnenus, 1057-1059. 

Constantine X Ducas, 1059-1067. 

Romanus IV Diogenes, 1067-1071. 

Michael VII Ducas Parapinakes, 1071-1078. 

Nicephorus III Botaniates, 1078-1081. 

Alexius I Comnenus, 1081-1118. 

John II, 1118-1143. 

Manuel I, 1143-1180. 

Alexius II, 1180-1183. 

Andronicus I, 1182-1185. 

Isaac II Angelus, 1185-1195. 

Alexius III, 1195-1203. 

Isaac (for the second time) and Alexius IV, 
1203-1204. 

Alexius V Ducas Mourtzouphlos, 1204. 

Theodore I Lascaris, 1204-1222. 
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John III Ducas Vatatzes, 1222-1254. 
Theodore II Lascaris, 1254-1258. 
John IV, 1258-126r. 


Michael VIII Palaeologus, 1261-1282. 


Andronicus II, 1282-1328. 
Michael (IX), 1295-1320. 
Andronicus III, 1328-1341. 
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John V, 1341-1391. 

John VI Cantacuzene, 1341-1354. 
Andronicus (IV), 1376-1379. 
John (VII), 1390. 

Manuel II, 1391-1425. 

John VIII, 1425-1448. 
Constantine XI, 1449-1453. 


GENEALOGICAL TABLES 
OF THE BYZANTINE DYNASTIES 


1. CONSTANTINIAN DyNasTyY, 324-363 


Constantine Chlorus 


| | 
Constantine the Great Julius Constantius 


34337 
| | | | | 
Constantine Constantius Constans Helen = Julian Gallus 
337-340 337-361 337-350 361-363 = +354 
Inter Dynasty 


Jovian, 363-364 
Valens, 364-378 


2. THEODosIAN Dynasty, 379-457 


Theodosius I 
379,395 
| 
Eudoxia = Arcadius Honorius 
395-408 395-423 
Marcian = Pulcheria Theodosius II = Eudocia 
450-457, +453 408-450 (Athenais) 


3. Leontne Dynasty, 457-518 


Leo I 
457,474 
Zeno = Ariadne = Anastasius I 
474-491 491-518 
Leo II 
474 
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4. JUSTINIANIAN Dynasty, 518-602 


Euphemia = Justin I Vigilantia = Sabbatius 
518-527 
Dulcissimus = Vigilantia Justinian the Great = Theodor: 
527-565 527-535 
Justin II = Sophia 
565578 | 
Tiberius II (adopted) 
578-582 
Constantina = Maurice 
582-602 
Non-dynastic 
Phocas, 602-610 
5- Heractian Dynasty, 610-711 
Heraclius 
610-641 
| 
| | 
Constantine II Heraclonas (Heracleon) 
641 641 
| 
Constantine III (Constans II) 
641-668 
Constantine IV Pogonatus 
eS Non-dynastic 
Justinian II Rhinotmetus Leontius, 695-698 
O95 099 7571" Tiberius, 698-705 


Non-dynastic 
Philippicus Bardanes, 711-713 
Anastasius II, 713-716 
Theodosius III, 716-717 
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6. IsaurIAN oR SyrIAN Dynasty, 717-802 


Leo III 
ny 74! 
Artavasdus = Anna Constantine V Copronymus 
741-775 
Irene = Leo IV Khazar (Chazar) 
797-802 | 775-780 
Constantine VI 
780-797 
Non-dynastic 
Nicephorus I 
eee 
| 
Michael I = Procopia Stauracius 
Rangabé 811 


811-813 


8. AMoRIAN or Puryctan Dynasty, 820-867 


Michael the Stammerer 
820-829 


| 
Theophilus = Theodora 
829-842 


Michael III the Drunkard 
842-867 


9. Maceponian Dynasty, 867-1056 


Basil I 
867-886 
| 
Leon VI Alexander Romanus I Lecapenus 
886-912 886(912)-913 919-944 
| 
Constantine VII = Helen Stephen Constantine 
Porphyrogenitus 944-945 944-945 


93/959 


730 Ap pendix 
| 


| | 
Nicephorus I] = Theophano = Romanus II Theodora = John Tzimisces 
Phocas 959-963 969-976 
963-969 


| | | | 
Otto II of = Theophano Basil II Constantine VIII Anna = Vladimir 


Germany Bulgaroctonus 976(1025)-1028 of Russia 
Otto III ate? 
| | 

1Romanus III ?Michael IV Constantine [IX = Zoé Theodora 

Argyrus the Monomachus 1042 1042 and 

1028-1034 Paphla- 1042-1055 1055-1056 
gonian 
1034-1041 


10. Ducas Dynasty, 1059-1081 


Constantine X = Eudocia Macrembolitissa = Romanus IV Diogenes 


Le 17 1067-1071 
Michael VII Parapinakes = Maria = Nicephorus III Botaniates 
1071-1078 1078-1081 
11. COMNENIAN Dynasty, 1081-1185 
Manuel 
| 
Isaac I John 
= | 
eer? Alexius I 

1081-1118 
[ ee cle ne 
Anna John II Isaac 

Q | 
ie 43 Andronicus I = Theodora 
Manuel | 1182(1183)-1185 
1143-1180 
Alexius II 
1180-1183 


12. DyNAsTY OF THE ANGELI, 1185-1204 


Andronicus Angelus 
| 


| 
Isaac II Alexius III 
1185-1195 & 1203-1204 1195" 1203 
| 
eae ee PO 
Philip = Irene Alexius IV Anna — Eudocia = Alexius V Ducas 


of Swabia 1203-1204 Mourtzouphlos 1295 
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13. DyNasty OF THE Lascarips, 1204-1261 


Theodore I= Anna (d. of Alexius III) 
1204-1222 


Irene = John III Ducas Vatatzes 
1222-1254 


Theodore II 
1254-1258 


John IV 
1258-1261 


14. Dynasty OF THE PALAEOLOGI, 1261-1453 


Michael VIII 
1261-1282 


| 
*Anna of Hungary = Andronicus II = *Irene of Montferrat_ 


1282-1328 
| 
Michael IX = Xenia-Maria 
1295-1320 
John VI Cantacuzene Andronicus IIT = Anna of Savoy 
I sqrt 354 I ae 341 
Helen > __ John V Constantine Dragosh 
1341-1391 (Dragases) of Macedon 
| 
| 
Andronicus IV Manuel II = Helen 
1376-1379 1391-1425 | 
| ] | | 
John VII John VIII Constantine XI Demetrius Thomas 
1390 1425-1448 1449-1453 
Andreas Zoé-Sophia = John III 


of Russia 


BIBLIOGRAPHY AND INDEX 


BIBLIOGRAPHY 


Abel, R. P. F. M. “Litle de Jotabe,” Revue bibligue, XLVII (1938), 520-24. 

Aboulféda. Géographie d’ Aboulféda. Trans. from Arabic by Reinaud, J. T. Vol. II. 
Paris, 1848. 

L’Achilléide Byzantine. Ed. Hesseling, D. C. Amsterdam, 1919. 

Acquis, Fr. J. da. Della Chonaca Dell’ Imagine del Mondo. (Monumenta Historiae 
Patriae. Scriptorum, Vol. Ill, intro. and cols. 1457-1626.) Turin, 1848. 

Acropolita, George. Opera. Ed. Heisenberg, August. (Bibliotheca Scriptorum 
Graecorum et Romanorum Teubneriana.) Leipzig, 1903. 

Acta Aragonensia. Quellen zur deutschen, ttalienischen, franzéischen, spanischen, 
zur Kirchen- und Kulturgeschichte aus der diplomatischen Korrespondenz 
Jaymes IT. (1291-1327). Ed. Finke, H. 2 vols. Berlin and Leipzig, 1908-22. 

Acta 42 martyrum Amorienstum. Ed. Vasilievsky, V. G. and Nikitin, P. Transac- 
tions of the Imperial Academy of Sciences, VIII ser. VII, 2 (1905). In Greek and 
Russian. 

Adam, Paul. Princesses byzantines. Paris, 1893. 

Adamek, O. Beitraége zur Geschichte des byzantinischen Katsers Maurikios. Graz, 
1890-91. : 

Adonz, N. “L’age et l’origine de l’empereur Basile I (867-86),” Byzantion, IX 
(1934), 223-60. 

—. Armenia in the Epoch of Justinian. St. Petersburg, 1908. In Russian. 

. “Samuel l’Armenien, Roi des Bulgares,’ Memoires de l’ Académie royale 
de Belgique, XXXIX (1938). 

Agapius (Mahboub) de Menbidg. Histoire Universelle. Ed. Vasiliev, A. A. in Patro- 
logia Orientalis, VIII (1912), 399-550. 

Agathias Scholasticus. Histortarum. Ed. Dindorf, L. A. (Historict Graect Minores, 
Vol. II. Pp. 132-432.) Leipzig, 1870-71. Ed. Niebuhr, B. G. (Corpus Scriptorum 
Historiae Byzantinae.) Bonn, 1828. 

Ainalov, D. The Byzantine Painting of the Fourteenth Century. (Zapiski klasst- 
cheskago otdelentya Russkago Archeologicheskago Obschestwa. Vol. 1X.) Petro- 
grad, 1917. In Russian. 

. “La Chronique de George Hamartolus,” Compte-rendu du deuxiéme 
congrés international des études byzantines, Belgrade, 1927. Belgrade, 1929. 

Albertoni, A. Per una esposizione del diritto bizantino. Imola, 1927. 

Albornez, A. Crillo de. Juan Chrisostomo y su influencia social en el imperio bi- 
zantino. Madrid, 1934. 

Alexandre, C. Pléthon. Trasté de lois. Paris, 1858. 

Alféldi, A. The Conversion of Constantine and Pagan Rome. Oxford, 1948. 

. “Hoc signo victor eris. Beitrage zur Bekehrung Konstantins des Grossen,” 
Piscicult. Studien zur Religion und Kultur des Altertums. Munich, 1939. 

Allard, P. Julien Il’ Apostat. 3 vols. 3rd. ed., Paris, 1906-10. 


735 


736 Bibliography 


Allatius, Leo. De ecclestae occidentalis atque orientalis perpetua consensione. C- 
logne, 1648. 

Allen, W. E. D. A History of the Georgian People. London, 1932. 

Alpatov, M. and Brunov, I. “A Brief Report of a Journey to the East,” Vizangzy <6: 
Vremennik, XXIV (1923-26). 

Altaner, B. Die Dominikanermissionen des 13. Jahrhunderts. Habelschwerdt, 1924. 

Alvari Cordubensis. O pera. Indiculus luminosus. Ed. Florenz, F. H. Espana Sagrscs 
XI (Madrid, 1753), 219-75. 

Amantos, K. ‘Ioropia tov Bulavrivod Kpdrovs. 2 vols. Athens, 1939-47. 

Amari, M. Storia det musulmani di Sicilia. Vols. I-III. Florence, 1854-72. Ed. Nz- 
lino, C. A. Vols. I-III. Catania, 1933-37. 

Amélineau, E. “La Conquéte de l’Egypte par les Arabes,” Revue historique, CXIN 
(1915), 273-310. . a 
Anastasijevic, D. “A Hypothesis of Western Bulgaria,” Bulletin de la Soctété Scier- 

tifique de Skoplje, III (1927), 1-12. In Serbian. 

Anastasius. Chronographia tripertita. Ed. de Boor, C. Leipzig, 1885. (Volume twe 
of Theophanis Chronographia, ed. de Boor, C.). 

Anastos, M. “Plethos’ Calendar and Liturgy,” Dumbarton Oaks Papers, 1V (193°). 
183-305. 

Andreadés, A. “De la population de Constantinople sous les empereurs byzanuns,” 
Metron, I (1920). 

Andreev, I. Germanus and Tarasius, the Patriarchs of Constantinople: Their Lsc 
and Activity in Connection with the History of Iconoclastic Troubles. Sergies 
Posad, 1907. In Russian. 

Andreeva, M. A. “Dubrovnik,” Revue internationale des études balkaniques, ll 
(1935), 125-28. 

. Essays on the Culture of the Byzantine Court in the Thirteenth Century. 

Prague, 1927. In Russian. Good piece of work. 

. “The Reception of the Tartar Ambassadors at the Nicene Court,” Recue:: 

d'études dédiées 2 mémoire de N. P. Kondakov. Prague, 1926. In Russian. 

. “Zur Reise Manuels II. Palaiologos nach Westeuropa,” Byzantinische Zett- 
schrift, XXXIV (1934), 37-47. 

Andriotes, N. “KpttéBovdos 6 “IuBpuos xai 70 ‘Ioropixe tov Epyo,” ‘EXAnvixa, I! 
(1929), 167-200. 

Anecdota Bruxellensia. 1. Chroniques byzantines du Manuserit 11.376. Ed. Cumon:. 
Franz. Gand., 1894. 

Anikiev, P. “On the Problem of Orthodox-Christian Mysticism,” Pravoslavnove- 
Russkoye Slovo, No. 13 (August, 1903), 200-17. In Russian. 

Annales Colonienses Maximi, s. a. 1185. Ed. Pertz, K. (Monumenta Germanise 
Historica. Scriptores, XVII, 723-847.) Hanover, 1861. 

Annales Marbacenses. Ed. Pertz, K. (Monumenta Germaniae Historica. Scriptore:. 
XVII, 142-80.) Hanover, 1861. 

Annales Stadenses. Ed. Pertz, K. (Monumenta Germaniae Historica. Scriptore:. 
XVI, 349 ff.) Hanover, 1861. 

Anonymous Valesianus. Ed. Gardhausen, V. (Vol. II of his edition of Ammianus 
Marcellinus.) Leipzig, 1875. Ed. Mommsen, T. (Monumenta Germaniae Hi:- 
torica. Auctorum Antiquisstmorum, 1X. Chronica Minora, 1.) Berlin, 1892. Ec. 
Cessi (Rerum Italicarum Scriptores.) Bologna, 1913. 


Bibliography 737 


Ansbertus. Historia de expeditione Fredericit Imperatoris. (Fontes rerum Austria- 
carum. Scriptores, V, 1-go.) Vienna, 1863. 

Antiochus Strategus. The Capture of Jerusalem by the Persians in the Year 614. 
Trans. from the Georgian by Marr, N. St. Petersburg, 1909. Trans. into Eng- 
lish by Conybeare, F. C. The English Historical Review, XXV (1910), 502- 


17. 

Antoniades, E. M. Hagia Sophia. Athens, 1907. In Greek. 

Apostoli, M. Laudatio funebris Bessarionis. Ed. Migne, J. P. (Patrologia Graeca, 
CLXI, cols. 140 ff.) Paris, 1866. 

Arnakes, G. Georgiades. “Captivity of Gregory Palamas by the Turks and Related 
Documents as Historical Sources,” Speculum (January, 1951), 104-18. 

. Of mpa@rot ‘OPwpdvor. YvuBodry eis 7o TpdBANMA THS TWraTEws Tov 
‘EAAnvuc pot ris Muxpas ‘Aoias (1282-1337). (Texte und Forschungen zur byz. 
neugr. Philologie. No. 41) Athens, 1947. 

Ashburner, W. “The Farmer’s Law,” Journal of Hellenic Studies, XXX (1910), 
85-108; XXXII (1912), 68-83. 

. The Rhodian Sea Law. Oxford, 1909. 

Assemani, Joseph Simeon. Kalendaria Ecclesiae Universae. 4 vols. Rome, 1755. 

Atiya, Aziz Suryal. The Crusade in the Later Middle Ages. London, 1938. 

. The Crusade of Nicopolis. London, 1934. 

Attwater, S. St. John Chrysostom. Milwaukee, 1939. 

Auvray, L. Les Regtstres de Gregoire IX. Paris, 1907. 

Babinger, F. Geschichtsschreiber der Osmanen und thre Werke. Leipzig, 1927. 

Bach, E. “Les Lois agraires byzantines du Xe siécle,” Classica et Mediaevalia, V 
(1942), 70-91. 

Bacon, R. “Compendium studii philosophiae,” Opera quaedum hactenus inedita. 
London, 1859. 

Baker, G. P. Justinian. New York, 1931. Illustrated military narrative. Unimportant 
and superficial. 

Balsamonis, Theodori. In canonem XVI concilit Carthaginiensis. Ed. Migne, J. P. 
(Patrologia Graeca, CKXXVIII, cols. 83-95.) Paris, 1865. 

Banescu, N. Un Probléme a’histoire médiévale: Création et caractere du Second 
Empire Bulgare. Bucharest, 1943. Important. 

Banus y Comas, C. Expedicion de Catalanes y Aragoneses en Oriente en principio 
del siglo XIV. Madrid, 1929. 

Barbaro, Nicolo. Giornale dell’ assedio di Constantinopoli. Ed. Cornet, E. Vienna, 
1856. 

Bardenhewer, O. Geschichte der altkirchlichen Literatur. 5 vols. Freiburg, 1912-32. 
Fine bibliography. 

. Patrologie. 3rd ed., Freiburg, rg1o. English trans. Shahan, T. J. Freiburg 
and St. Louis, 1908. 

Barlone, Daniel. Une Financée de Charlemagne Iréne imperatrice de Byzance. Al- 
giers and Paris, 1945. Historical fiction; no historical value. 

Baronii, Caesare. Annales ecclesiastici. Ed. Theiner, A. 37 vols. Paris and Brussels, 
1864-83. 

Barsky, V. G. Travels of V. G. Barsky in the Holy Places of the East from 1723 to 
1747. Ed. Barsukov, N. St. Petersburg, 1885. In Russian. 

Barth, W. Kaiser Zeno. Basil, 1894. 


738 Bibliography 


Barthold, V. “Charlemagne and Harun al-Rashid,” CAristiansky Vostok, 1 (1912). 
69-94. In Russian. 

. “The Orientation of the First Muslim Mosques,” Annual Publications of tke 

Russian Institute of Art History, | (1922). In Russian. 

. Review, Transactions of the Oriental College, I (1925). In Russian. 

Barvinok, V. Nicephorus Blemmydes and His Works. Kiev, 1911. In Russian. 

Basset, René. “Berbéres: Religion, langue et litterature,” Encyclopédie de I'Islam. | 
(1913), 721-23. 

Batiffol, P. L’Abbaye de Rossano. Paris, 1891. 

. La Patx constantinienne et le catholicisme, 3rd ed., Paris, 1914. 

Baur, P. C. Der heilige Johannes Chrysostomus und seine Zeit. Munich, 1929-30. 

Baynes, N. H. “Alexandria and Constantinople: A Study in Ecclesiastical Diplo 
macy,” Journal of Egyptian Archaeology, XII (1926), 145-56. 

. “Athanasiana,” Journal of Egyptian Archaeology, XI (1925), 58-69. 

——. A Bibliography of the Works of J. B. Bury. Cambridge, 1929. 

——. “Bibliography: Papyri on Social Life in Graeco-Roman Egypt,” Journal oj 
Egyptian Archaeology, XVIII (1932), 90-01. 

——. “Byzantine Civilization,” History, X (1926), 289-99. 

——. The Byzantine Empire. New York and London, 1926. 

.and Moss, H. St. L. B. (Eds.) Byzantium. An Introduction to East Roman 

Civilization. Oxford, 1948. 

. Constantine the Great and the Christian Church. (Proceedings of the British 

Academy, XV.) London, 1929. 

. “The Date of the Avar Surprise, a Chronological Study,” Byzantinische 

Zeitschrift, XXI (1912), 110-28. 

. “The Death of Julian the Apostate in a Christian Legend,” Jozrnal of Ro- 

man Studies, XXVII (1937), 22-29. 

. “The Early Life of Julian the Apostate,” Journal of Hellenic Studies, XLV 

(1925), 251-54. 

. The Historia Augusta: Its Date and Purpose. Oxford, 1926. 

. “The Historia Augusta: Its Date and Purpose. A Reply to Criticism,” The 

Classical Quarterly, XXII (1928), 166-71. 

. “Review: Melanges Charles Diehl,” Journal of Hellenic Studies, LU (1932). 

157-61. 

ia “Review: Stein, Geschichte des spatrémischen Retches, vol. 1,” Journal of 

Roman Studies, XVIII (1928), 217-25. 

. “The Vita S. Danielis Stylitae,” The English Historical Review, XL (1925). 

-402. 

Booty. C. The Dawn of Modern Geography. 4 vols. London, 1897-1906. 

Becker, C. “The Expansion of the Saracens—the East,” The Cambridge Medieval 
History, Il (1913), 329-64. 

. Vom Werden und Wesen der Islamischen Welt: Islamstudien. Vol. 1. Leip- 
Zig, 1924. 

Bees, A. ““Bambacoratius, ein Beiname des Kaisers Alexios III. Angelos (1195-1203). 
Byzantinisch-neugriechische Jahrbucher, Ill (1922), 285-86. 

. “Eine unbeachtete Quelle tiber die Abstammung des Kaisers Basileios I- 

des Mazedoniers,” Byzantinisch-neugriechische Jahrbucher, 1V (1923), 76. 

. “Geschichtliche Forschungsresultate und Ménchs- und Volkssagen uber die 


Bibliography 739 


Griinder der Meteorenkléster,” Byzantinisch-neugriechische Jahrbucher, Ill 
(1922), 364-403. 

Beladsori (Baladhuri). Liber expugnationum regionum. Ed. de Goeje, M. J. Leyden, 
1866. 

. The Origins of the Islamic State. Trans. Hitti, P. (Columbia University 
Studies in History, Economics and Public Law, LXVIII, part I.) New York, 
1916. 

Belin, M. A. Histoire de la Latinité de Constantinople. 2nd ed., Paris, 1894. Brief 
and very superficial sketch of the history of the Catholic Church in Byzantium in 
the thirteenth century. 

Bell, H. I. “The Decay of a Civilization,” Journal of Egyptian Archaeology, X 
(1924), 201-16. 

. Egypt from Alexander the Great to the Arab Conquest. A Study in the 

Diffusion and Decay of Hellenism. Oxford, 1948. 

. “An Epoch in the Agrarian History of Egypt,” Recueil d'études égyptolo- 

giques dédiées a la mémoitre de Jean-Fran¢gois Champollton. Paris, 1922. 

. “The Byzantine Servile State in Egypt,” Journal of Egyptian Archaeology, 
IV (1917), 86-106. 

BeneSevic, V. and Uspensky, Th. I. The Acts of Vazelon. Leningrad, 1927. In Rus- 
sian and in Greek. 

. “Die byzantinischen Ranglisten nach dem Kletorologion Philothei (De Cer. 

1, II c. 52) und nach den Jerusalemer Handschriften zusammengestellt und 

revidiert,” Byzantinisch-neugriechische ]ahrbiicher, V (1926), 97-167. 

. “Sur la date de la mosaique de la Transhguration au Mont Sinai,” Byzan- 
tion, | (1924), 145-72. 

Benjamin, Rabbi, of Tudela. Oriental Travels. Trans. Grunhiit, L. and Adler, M. 
N. Jerusalem, 1903. In German. Ed. Komroff, Manuel. New York, 1928. Trans. 
Adler, M. N. London, 1907. 

Berger, A. and Schiller, A. A. Bibliography of Anglo-American Studies in Roman, 
Greek, and Greco-Egyptian Law and Related Sciences. (An annual extraordinary 
number of The Jurist.) Washington, D.C., 1945. 

Berger, A. “Tipoukeitos: The Origin of a Name,” Traditio, III (1945), 394-402. 

Berger, E. Les Registres d’'Innocent IV. Paris, 1887. 

Bergkamp, J. U. Dom Jean Mabillon and the Benedictine Historical School of Saint- 
Maur. Washington, D.C., 1928. 

Berthelot, M. La Chimie au moyen age. Vol. I. Paris, 1893. 

Besta, E. La cattura dei Veneziani in Oriente. Feltre, 1920. 

Bezdeki, St. Le Portrait de Théodore Métochite par Nicéphore Grégoras. Mélanges 
a’histoire générale. Cluj, 1927. 

Bezobrazov, P. V. A Byzantine Writer and Statesman, Michael Psellus. 1. The Bi- 
ography of Michael Psellus. Moscow, 1890. In Russian. 

. “Comptes rendus,” Vizantiysky Vremennik, XVIII (1911), 33-36; III (1896). 

In Russian. 

. “Craft and Trade Corporations,” in Hertzberg, G. History of Byzantium. 

Ed. Bezobrazov, P. V. Moscow, 1896. In Russian. 

. “The Empress Zoe,” Historical Articles. Vol. 1, 225-51. Moscow, 1893. 
Popular article. In Russian. 

Bikélas, D. La Gréce byzantine et moderne. Paris, 1893. 


740 Bibliography 


. Seven Essays on Christian Greece. Trans. John, Marquess of Bute. Londen. 
1890. 

Biondi, B. Guistiniano Primo Principe e Legislatore Cattolico. Milan, 1936. Just:.s- 
ian’s religious policy and his relations with the Papacy. 

Bizilli, P. “The Version of Novgorod of the Fourth Crusade,” Istoricheskiya lzves- 
tiya, 3, 4 (1916). In Russian. 
ake, R. P. “The Monetary Reforms of Anastasius I and its Economic Implca- 
tions,” Studies in the History of Culture, the Disciplines of the Humanitie:. 
Menasha, Wisconsin, 1942. 

. “Note sur l’activité littéraire de Nicéphore, I** patriarche de Constantinople.” 
Byzantion, XIV (1939), I-15. 

Blanchet, A. “Les derniéres monnaies d’or des empereurs de Byzance,” Rete 
numismatique, IV, 4 (1910), 78-90. 

Blemmydes, Nicephorus. Curriculum vitae et carmina. Ed. Heisenberg, A. Leipziz. 
1896. 

Boak, A. E. R. “Byzantine Imperialism in Egypt,” The American Historical Re- 
view, XXXIV (1928), 1-8. 

Bobtchev, S. History of the Ancient Bulgarian Law. Sofa, 1910. In Bulgarian. 

Boccaccio, G. De genealogia deorum. Basil, 1532. 

Boghiatzides, I. “Té ypovexoy trav Merewpwr,” “Eernpis ‘Eratpeias Bulavtivwy 
Xsrovdar, I (1924), 146-56. 

Bogisit, V. Pisani zakoni na slovenskom jugu. Zagreb, 1872. 

Bohmer, J. F. Acta imperii selecta. Innsbruck, 1870. 

Bois, J. “Gregoire le Sinaite et l’Hésychasme a l’Athos au XIV° siécle,” Echos 
d’Orient, V (1901). 

Boissier, G. La Fin du paganisme; étude sur les derniéeres luttes religieuses en Oc- 
cident au quatrieéme siécle. Paris, 1891. 

Boives, K. ’Axodoviia iepa rod éoiou Kai Geoddpov tratpos jnyav Xpiorodovdov. 
3rd. ed. Athens, 1884. 

Bolotov, V. Lectures on the History of the Anctent Church. Wl. A History of the 
Church in the Period of the Ecumenical Councetls. St. Petersburg, 1913. Very 
important. In Russian. 

Bon, A. Le Péloponneése byzantin jusqu’en 1204. Paris, 1951. 

de Boor, C. “Der Angriff der Rhos auf Byzanz,” Byzantinische Zeitschrift, IV 
(1895), 449-53: 

Bouchier, E. Spain Under the Roman Empire. Oxford, 1914. 

Bouvat, L. L’Empire Mongol. Paris, 1927. 

Bouvy, E. “Saint Thomas. Ses traducteurs byzantins,” Revue augustinienne, XV1 
(1910), 407 ff. 

Bratianu, G. I. Actes des notaires génois de Péra et de Caffa de la fin du XIII 
stécle. Bucharest, 1927. 

. “Charles Diehl et la Roumanie,” Revue historique du sud-est européen. 

XXII (1945), 5-36. 

. Etudes byzantines d'histoire économiques et sociale. Paris, 1938. 

. “Etudes pontiques,” Revue historique du sud-est européen, XXI1 (1944). 

2. 

. “La Fin du regimes des partis 4 Byzance et la crise antisemite du VII’ 

si¢cle,” Revue historique du sud-est européen, XVIII (1941), 49-57. 


Bibliography 741 


. “Notes sur le projet de mariage entre l’empereur Michel IX Paléologue 
et Catherine de Courtnay (1288-95),” Revue historique du sud-est européen, 
I (1924), 59-3. 

“La Politique fiscale de Nicéphore I’ ou Ubu Roi A Byzance,” Etudes by- 

zantines a’histoire économique et sociale. Paris, 1938. Interesting. 

. Recherches sur le commerce génois dans la mer Noire au XIII° siécle. Paris, 

1929. 

. Recherches sur Vicina et Cetatea Alba. Bucharest, 1943. 

. “Vicina. I. Contribution a l’histoire de la domination byzantine et du com- 
merce génois en Dobrogea,” Bulletin de la section historique de l Académie rou- 
maine, X (1923). 

Brehier, L. “Andronic I (Comnéne),” Dictionnaire d'histoire et de géographie 
eccléstastiques. Ed. Baudrillart, A. II (1914-20), cols. 1776-82. 

“Attempts at Reunion of the Greek and Latin Churches,” The Cambridge 

Medieval History, IV (1923), 594-626. 

. “Constantin et la fondation de Constantinople,” Revue historique, CXIX 

(1915), 241-72. 

. L’Eglise et l’orient au moyen age; les croisades. Paris, 1907. 5th ed., Paris, 

1928. 

. “Les Empereurs byzantins dans leur vie privée,” Revue historique, 

CLXXXVIITI-IX. (1949), 193-217. 

. “The Greek Church: Its Relations with the West up to 1054,” The Cam- 

bridge Medieval History, IV (1923), 246-73. 

. Un héros de roman dans la littérature byzantine. Clermont-Ferrand, 


1904. 

. “Iconoclasme,” Histoire de l’Eglise. Ed. Fliche, A. and Martin, V. Vol. V 

(1938), 431-70. Very important; has an excellent bibliography. 

Le Monde byzantine. 3 vols. Paris, 1947-50. 

. “Notes sur l’histoire de l’enseignment supérieur 4 Constantinople,” By- 

zantion, III (1927), 72-943 IV (1929), 13-28. 

. La Querelle des images, VIII’-IX° siécles. Paris, 1904. Important. 

“La Rénovation artistique sous les Paléologues et le mouvement des idées,” 

Mélan ges Diehl: Etudes sur l'histoire et sur art de Byzance. Paris, 1930. 

. La Schisme oriental du XI° stécle. Paris, 1899. Important. 

. “La Transformation de l’empire byzantine sous les Héraclides,” Journal 
des Savants, N.S. XV (1917), 401-15. 

Brilliantov, A. The Emperor Constantine the Great and the Edict of Milan, 313 
A.D. Petrograd, 1916. An excellent work, analyzing the period on the basis of 
original sources and later literature, including the extensive literature of 1913. 
In Russian. 

. The Influence of Eastern Theology upon Western as Evidenced by the 
Works of John the Scot Eriugena. St. Petersburg, 1898. In Russian. 

Brion, M. Crowned Courtesan. The Tale of Theodora, Empress of Byzantium. 
Trans. from French by Wells, W. B. London, 1936. 

Brooks, E. W. “The Arab Occupation of Crete,” The English Historical Review, 
XXVIII (1913), 431-43. 

———. “Arabic Lists of the Byzantine Themes,” Journal of Hellenic Studies, XXI 
(1901), 67-77. 


742 Bibliography 


. “Byzantines and Arabs in the Time of the Early Abbasids,” English Hus- 

torical Review, XV (1900), 728-47. 

. “The Campaign of 716-18, from Arabic Sources,” Journal of Hellenic 

Studies, XIX (1899), 19-31. 

. “The Eastern Provinces from Arcadius to Anastasius,” The Cambniage 

Medieval History, 1 (1911), 456-86. 

. Ed. and trans. John of Ephesus. Lives of the Eastern Saints. Syriac text and 

trans. Patrologia Ortentalis, XVII (1923), 1-307. 

. “Review: Vasiliev, Lektst: po Istoris Vizantit,’ The English Historical Re- 

view, XXXIV (1919), 117. 

. “Who was Constantine Pogonatus?” Byzantinische Zeitschrift, XVII 
(1908), 460-62. 

Brosset, M. Histoire de la Géorgie. Vol. I. St. Petersburg, 1849. 

Brown, H. F. “The Venetians and the Venetian Quarter in Constantinople to the 
Close of the Twelfth Century,” Journal of Hellenic Studies, XL (1920), 68-S*. 
Bruns, K. G. and Sachau, E. (Eds.) Syrisch-Romisches Rechtsbuch aus dem funften 

Jahrhundert. Leipzig, 1880. 

Bryanzev, D. “John Italus,” Vera 1 Razum. Vol. II, part 1. St. Petersburg, 1904. In 
Russian. 

Bryce, James. The Holy Roman Empire. New York, 1919. 

. “Life of Justinian by Theophilus,” Archivio della Reale Societa Romana 2: 
Storia Patria, X (1887), 137-71; also in The English Historical Review’, \1 (1%*>). 
657-84. 

Bubnov, N. The Collection of Gerbert’s Letters as a Historical Source. St. Peters- 
burg, 1890. In Russian. 

Buchon, J. A. Chroniques étrangeres relatives aux expéditions frangaises pendant 
le XIII° siecle. Ed. Lanz, K. (Bibliothek des literarischen Vereins in Stuttgart. 
VIII, 1844.) Stuttgart, 1844. 

. Nouvelles recherches historiques sur la principauté frangaise de Morée et 

ses hautes baronnies fondées a la suite de la quatriéme crotsade, pour servir de 

complément aux éclaircissements historiques, généalogiques et numismatiques 

sur la principauté francaise de Morée. Paris, 1843-45. 

. Recherches et matériaux pour servir a une histoire de la domination fran- 
¢aise. Paris, 1840. 

Buckler, Georgiana. Anna Comnena: A Study. Oxford, 1929. The best detailed 
monograph, abundantly documented. 

Buondelmonti, Chr. Description des iles de l’ Archipel. Ed. Legrand, E. Paris, 1897. 
Ed. Meineke, A. (Corpus Scriptorum Historiae Byzantinae.) Bonn, 1836. 

Burckhardt, J. Die Zeit Constantins des Grossen. 1st ed., Leipzig, 1853. 3rd ed. 
Leipzig, 1898. Trans. into English by Moffat, J. London, 1904. 4th ed., enlarged 
and revised, in the original German. Leipzig, 1925. 

Bury, J. B. The Ancient Greek Historians. New York, 19009. 

. “The Bulgarian Treaty of a.v. 814 and the Great Fence of Thrace.” The 

English Historical Review, XXV (1910), 276-87. 

. “The Ceremonial Book of Constantine Porphyrogennetos,” The English 

Historical Review, XXII (1907), 209-27; 417-39. 

. “Charles the Great and Irene,” Hermathena, VIII (1893), 17-37. 

——. The Constitution of the Later Roman Empire. Cambridge, 1910. 


Bibliography 743 


. A History of the Eastern Roman Empire from the Fall of Irene to the 

Accession of Basil I (802-67). London, 1912. The best work on this epoch. 

. A History of the Later Roman Empire from Arcadtus to Irene (395-800). 

2 vols. London, 1889. New ed. covering period a.b. 395-565. 2 vols. London, 

1923. 

. The Imperial Administrative System in the Ninth Century, with a revised 
text of the Kletorologion of Philotheos. (British Academy Supplemental Papers, 
I.) London, 1911. 

——. “The Notitia Dignitatum,” Journal of Roman Studies, X (1920), 131-54. 

. “The Provincial Lists of Verona,” Journal of Roman Studies, XIII (1923), 

127-51. 

. “Roman Emperors from Basil II to Isaac Komnénos,” The English His- 

torical Review, 1V (1889), 41-64; 251-85. A fine study of Psellus’ work. 

. Romances of Chivalry on Greek Soil. Oxford, 1911. 

. Selected Essays. Ed. Temperley, H. Cambridge, 1930. 

. “The Struggle with the Saracens; summary,” The Cambridge Medieval 

History, 1V (1923), 151-52. 

. “The Treatise De Administrando Imperio,” Byzantinische Zeitschrift, XV 
(1906), 517-77. 

Byrne, E. H. “The Genoese Colonies in Syria,” Crusades and Other Historical Es- 
says Presented to Dana C. Munro by his Former Students. New York, 1928. 

Byron, R. The Byzantine Achievement: An Historical Perspective A.D. 330-145}. 
London, 1929. 

Butler, M. The Arab Conquest of Egypt. Oxford, 1902. 

Caetani, L. Annal: dell’ Islam. Vols. -X. Milan, 1905-26. A very important work 
for the relations between Byzantium and the Arabs in the time of the first califs. 

—. Studi di storia orientale. Vols. I and III. Milan, 1911-14. Important for the 
primitive history of Islam. 

Cahen, C. “La Campagne de Mantzikert d’aprés les sources musulmanes,” By- 
zantion, IX (1934), 613-42. 

. “La premiére pénétration turque en Asie Mineure (seconde moitré du 

XI° siécle),” Byzantion, XVIII (1948), 5-67. 

. La Syrie du Nord a l’époque des croisades. Paris, 1940. 

Callistus, Nicephorus. Historia ecclestastica. Ed. Migne, J. P. (Patrologia Graeca, 
CXLV, CXLVI.) Paris, 1865. 

The Cambridge Medieval History. XU. The Impertal Crisis and Recovery A.D. 
193-324. Cambridge, 1929. Important; copious bibliography. 

Cammelli, G. “Demetrii Cydonii orationes tres, adhuc ineditae,” Byzantinisch- 
neugriechische Jahrbiicher, II (1922), 67-76; IV (1923), 77-83, 282-95. 

. “Demetrio Cidonio: Brevi notizie della vita e delle opere,” Studi Italiani di 

filologia classica, N.S. 1 (1920), 140-61. 

. Démétrius Cydonés Correspondance. Paris, 1930. 

———. “L’inno per la nativita de Romano il Melode,” Studi Bizantini. Rome, 1925. 

. “Personaggi bizantini dei secoli XIV-XV attraverso le epistole di Demetrio 

Cidonio,” Bessarione, XXXVI (1920), 77-108. 

. Romano il Melode. Florence, 1930. 

Cananus, John. De Constantinopoli anno 1422 oppugnata narratio. Ed. Bekker, I. 
(Corpus Scriptorum Historiae Byzantinae.) Bonn, 1838. 


744 Bibliography 


Canard, M. “Les Expéditions des arabes contre Constantinople dans l'histoire et 
dans la légende,” Journal astatique, CCVIII (1926), 61-121. 

. “La Guerre sainte dans le monde islamique et dans le mond chrétien,” 

Revue africaine, LX XIX (1936), 605-23. 

. Sayf al Daula. (Bibliotheca Arabica, publiée par La Faculté des Lettres 

d ‘Alger, VIII.) Algiers, 1934. Arab text only; no translation. 

. “Le Traité de 1281 entre Michel Paléologue et le sultan Qala’fin,” Byzan- 

tion, X (1935), 669-80. 

. “Un Traité entre Byzance et l’Egypt au XIII® siécle et les relations diplo 
matiques de Michel VIII Paleologue avec les sultans Mamluks Baibars et 
Qala’iin,” Mélanges Guadefroy-Demombynes. Cairo, 1937. 

Carabellese, F. Carlo d’Angio net rapporti politict e commerciali con Venezia ¢ 
l’Oriente. Bari, 1911. Not much material on Byzantium. 

Caro, G. “Die Berichterstattung auf dem ersten Kreuzzuge,” Neue Jahrbuche 
fur das klassische Alterum, XXIX (1912), 50-62. 

. Genua und die Machte am Mittelmeer, 1257-1311. Halle, 1895. 

Carpenter, M. “The Paper that Romanos Swallowed,” Speculum, VII (1932), 3-22. 

. Romanos and the Mystery Play of the East. (The University of Missouri 
Studies, XI, 3.) Columbia, Mo., 1936. 

Caspar, E. Geschichte des Papsttum. Vols. I-II. Tubingen, 1930-33. 

. “Letters of Gregory II,” Zeitschrift fur Kirchengeschichte, LI] (1933), 


29-89. 
. Roger II. (1101-1154) und die Griindung der normannish-stetlischen Mo- 


narchie. Innsbruck, 1904. 

Castellani, G. “Un Traité inédit en Grec de Cyriaque d’Ancone,” Revue des études 
grecques, 1X (1896), 225-28. 

Cedrenus, George. Historiarum compendium. Ed. Bekker, I. (Corpus Scriptorum 
Historiae Byzantinae.) Bonn, 1838. 

Cerone, F. “I Papa ed i Veneziani nella quarta crociata,” Archivio Veneto, XXXV1 
(1888), 57-70; 287-97. 

. “La Politica orientale di Alfonso d’Aragona,” Archivio storico oe le pro- 
vincie Napolitane, XVII (1902), 425-56, 555-034; XVIII (1903), 167 ff. 

Chabot, J. “Un Episode de l’histoire des croisades,” Mélanges offerts 2 M. Gustave 
Schlumberger. Vol. 1. Paris, 1924. 

Chalandon, F. Les Comneéne: Etudes sur l'empire byzantin au XI° et au XII‘ siécles. 
2 vols. Paris, 1900-12. 

. “The Earlier Comneni,” The Cambridge Medieval History, TV (1923), 

318-50. 

. Histoire de la domination normande en Italie et en Sicile. Paris, 1907. 

. Histoire de la premiere croisade jusqu’a l'election de Godefrot de Bouillon. 
Paris, 1925. 

Chamberlin, William. “On Rereading Gibbon,” The Atlantic Monthly, CLXXIV 
(1944), 65-70. 

Chapman, C. Michael Paléologue restaurateur de l’empire byzantin (1261-82). 
Paris, 1926. Useful; too brief. 

Charanis, P. “Byzantium, the West and the Origin of the First Crusade,” By-zan- 


tion, XIX (1949), 17-37. 


Bibliography 745 


————., “The Chronicle of Monemvasia and the Question of the Slavonic Settle- 
ments in Greece,” Dumbarton Oaks Papers, V (1950), 139-67. 

. Church and State in the Later Roman Empire. The Religious Policy of 

Anastasius the First, 491-518. Madison, Wisconsin, 1939. Very accurate study. 

. “The Crown Modiolus Once More,” Byzantion, XIII (1938), 337-81. 

. “Internal Strife in Byzantium in the Fourteenth Century,” Byzantion, XV 

(1940-41), 208-30. 

. “The Monastic Properties and the State in the Byzantine Empire,” Dum- 

barton Oaks Papers, 1V (1948), 51-119. 

. “On the Question of the Hellenization of Sicily and Southern Italy during 

the Middle Ages,” The American Historical Review, LI (1946-47), 74-86. 

. “The Strife among the Palaeologi and the Ottoman Turks, 1370-1402,” 
Byzantion, XVI (1942-43), 286-314. 

Chatzes, A. C. “ ‘Ioropia tov Bulavrivot Kpadrovs,” Ipaxrixa of the Academy of 
Athens, IV (1929), 746-48. 

Chekrezi, C. Albania: Past and Present. New York, 1919. 

Chernousov, E. “‘Ducas, One of the Historians of the Fall of Byzantium,” Vizantty- 
sky Vremennik, XXI (1914), 171-221. In Russian. 

. “From a Byzantine Backwoods of the Thirteenth Century,” Essays Presented 

to V. P. Buzeskul. Kharkov, 1913-14. In Russian. 

. “The Roman and Byzantine Guilds,” Journal of the Ministry of Public 
Instruction. 1914. A Russian article on Stéckle’s book. 

Cheronis, N. D. “Chemical Warfare in the Middle Ages. Kallinikos Prepared 
Fire,” Journal of Chemical Education, XIV, 8 (1937), 360-65. 

Chiliades. Ed. Kiessling, Th. Leipzig, 1826. 

Christ, W. Geschichte der grieschischen Litteratur. 6th ed., Munich, 1924. 

The Christian Roman Empire and the Foundation of the Teutonic Kingdom. 
(The Cambridge Medieval History, 1.) Cambridge, 1911. 

Chronica Minora. Trans. Guidi, I. (Corpus Scriptorum Christianorum Orien- 
talium.) Paris, 1903-5. 

Chronicle of John, bishop of Ntkiu. Trans. from the Ethiopian by Zotenberg, M. 
Notices et extraits des manuscrits de la Bibliotheque Nationale, XXIV (1883). 
Trans. into English by Charles, R. London, 1916. 

The Chronicle of Morea. Ed. Schmitt, J. London, 1904. Ed. Kalonares, P. Athens, 
1940. In Greek. 

The Chronicle of Novgorod. St. Petersburg, 1888. In Russian. Latin trans. Hopf, C. 
Chroniques gréco-romanes inédites ou peu connues. Berlin, 1873. 

Chronicon Adae de Usk. Ed. Thompson, E. M. 2nd ed., London, 1904. Latin text 
and English trans. 

Chronicon Estense. Ed. Muratori, L. A. (Scriptores Rerum Italicarum, XV.) Milan, 
1729. 

Chronicon Magni Presbyteri (Annales Reicherspergenses). Ed. Pertz, G. H. 
(Monumenta Germaniae Historica. Scriptores, XVII, cols. 439-534.) Hanover, 
1861. 

Chronique de Michel le Syrien. Trans. Chabot, J. B, Vols. I-III. Paris, 1899-1910. 

Chronique du Religieux de Saint-Denys. Published by Bellaguet, M. L. 6 vols. Paris, 
1839-52. 


746 Bibliography 


Chrysostom, John. Epistolae. Ed. Migne, J. P. (Patrologia Graeca, LII.) Paris, 1¥-2 

. Oeuvres complétes de saint Jean Chrysostome. Trans. into French bs 
Jeannin, M. Arras, 1887. 

Chumnos, Georgios. Old Testament Legends from a Greek Poem on Genesis anc 
Exodus. Ed. Marshall, F. H. Cambridge, 1925. 

Cinnamus, John. Historia. Ed. Meineke, A. (Corpus Seriptorum Htstortae By- 
zantinae.) Bonn, 1838. 

Clavijo, Ruy Gonzales de. A Diary of the Journey to the Court of Timur (Tamer- 
lane), to Samarqand in 1403-6. Spanish text, Russian trans. and commentary by 
Sreznevsky, J. St. Petersburg, 1881. English trans. by Le Strange, Guy. London. 
1928. 

Clement of Alexandria. Stromata. Ed. Migne, J. P. (Patrologia Graeca, VIII, cols. 
717-20.) Paris, 1891; ed. Stahlin, O. Leipzig, 1939. 

Codellas, P. S. “The Pantocrator, the Imperial Byzantine Medical Center of the 
Twelfth Century a.p. in Constantinople,” Bulletin of the History of Medicne. 
XII, 2 (1942), 392-410. . 

Cognasso, F. “Una crisobolla di Michele 1X Paleologo per Teodoro I di Mon- 
ferrato,” Studi bizantini, II (Rome, 1927). 

. “Un imperatore bizantino della decadenza Isacco II Angelo,” Bessarione, 

XXXI (1915), 29-60, 246-89. Reprinted separately. Rome, 1915. 

. Partiti politici e lotte dinastiche in Bizanzio alla morte di Manuele Com- 
neno. (Reale Accademia delle scienze di Torino, 1911-12.) Turin, 1912. 

Cohn. “Eustathius,” Real-Encyclopdédie der Classischen Altertumswissenschaft. Ed. 
Pauly, A. F., Wissowa, G. and others. 1 ser. VI (1909), cols. 1452-89. 

Coleman, C. B. Constantine the Great and Christianity. (Columbia University 
Studies in History, Economics and Public Law, LX.) New York, 1914. Verv 
good bibliography, pp. 243-54. 

Collectio Avellana. Ed. Giinther, Otto (Corpus Scriptorum Ecclestasticorum Latin- 
orum, XXXV.) Vienna, 1895. 

Collinet, P. “Byzantine Legislation from the Death of Justinian (565) to 1453, 
The Cambridge Medieval History, IV (1923), 707-23. 

. Etudes historiques sur le droit de Justinien. Vol. 1. Paris, 1912. Interesting 

and important. 

. Histoire de V'école de droit de Beyrouth. Paris, 1925. 

Comnena, Anna. The Alexiad. Ed. Reifferscheid, A. 2 vols. Leipzig, 1884. Trans. 
Dawes, Elizabeth A. S. London, 1928. 

Complete Collection of Russian Chronicles. Arkheograficheskaia Komissiia, Pol- 
noe Sobranie Russkikh Lietopiset. St. Petersburg, 1846-1926. 

Condurachi, E. “Factions et jeux de cirque 4 Rome au début du VI? siécle,” Revue 
historique du sud-est européen, XVIII (1941), 95-102. 

. “Les Idées politiques de Zozime,” Revista Clasicaé, XIII-XIV (1941-42). 

. “La Politique financiére de l’Empereur Julien,” Bulletin de la section his- 
torique de l Académie roumaine, XXII, 2 (1941), 1-59. 

Constantinescu, N. A. “Réforme sociale ou réforme fiscale?” Bulletin de la section 
historique de l' Académie roumaine, XI (1924), 95-96. 

Constantinus Porphyrogenitus. De administrando imperio. Ed. Moravcsic, G. and 
trans. Jenkins, R. J. H. Budapest, 1949. 


Bibliography 747 


. De ceremonits aulae bizantinae. Ed. Reiske, J. J. and Bekker, I. (Corpus 

Scriptorum Histortae Byzantinae.) Bonn, 1829-40. 

. Excerpta historica jussu imp. Constantini Porphyrogeniti confecta. Ed. de 

Boor, C. Berlin, 1903. 

. De thematibus. Ed. Bekker, I. (Corpus Scriptorum Historiae Byzantinae.) 
Bonn, 1840. 

Constitutio Imperatoriam mayjestatem. Ed. Kriger, P. Berlin, 1892. 

Corripus, Flavius. De laudibus Justini. Ed. Bekker, I. (Corpus Scriptorum H1s- 
toriae Byzantinae.) Bonn, 1836. 

Cosmas (Indicopleustes). Topographia christiana. Ed. Migne, J. P. (Patrologia 
Graeca, CLXXXVIII, cols. 51-476.) Paris, 1864. Ed. Winstedt, E. The Christian 
Topography of Cosmas Indicopleustes. Cambridge, 1909. Trans. McCrindle, 
J. W. The Christian Topography of Cosmas, an Egyptian Monk. (Hakluyt Soctety 
Publications, no. 98.) London, 1897. 

Coster, C. H. “Synesius, a Curialis of the Time of the Emperor Arcadius,” Byzan- 
tion, XV (1940-41), 10-38. 

Critobulus. Ed. Miller, C. (Fragmenta historicorum graecorum, V.) Paris, 1870. 

Cross, S. H. The Russtan Primary Chronicle. (Harvard Studies and Notes in Phi- 
lology and Literature, X11.) Cambridge, 1930. 

Crump, C. and Jacob, E. (Eds.) The Legacy of the Middle Ages. Oxford, 1926. 

Curtis, E. Roger of Sicily and the Normans in Lower Italy, 1016-1154. New York 
and London, 1912. 

Cydones, Demetrius. ZupBovAeutixds Erepos. Ed. Migne, J. P. Patrologia Graeca, 
CLIV. 

Cyprian, Archimandrite. The Anthropology of Saint Gregory Palamas. Paris, n.d. 
(1951). In Russian. 

Cyriacus of Ancona. Epigrammata reperta per Illyricum a Cyriaco Aconitano, 
Rome, 1747. 

Dahn, F. Procopius von Casarea. Berlin, 1865. 

Dalton, O. M. Byzantine Art and Archaeology. Oxford, 1911. 

. East Christian Art. Oxford, 1925. 

The Damascus Chronicle of the Crusaders. Extracted and trans. from the Chronicle 
of Ibn al-Qalanisi. Gibb, H. A. R. London, 1932. 

Danduli, Andrae. Chronicon. Ed. Muratori, L. A. (Rerum Italicarum Scriptores, 
XII, 1-523.) Milan, 1728. 

Daniel, igumen of Russia. “Life and Pilgrimage of Daniel,” Pravoslavny Pales- 
tinsky Sbornik. Number 3 (1885). In original old Russian. French trans. Vie et 
pélerinage de Daniel, hégoumene russe. Itinératres russes en Ortent. Ed. Khitrovo, 
B. de. Geneva, 1889. 

Danstrup, J. “Manuel’s coup against Genoa and Venice in the Light of Byzantine 
Commercial Policy,” Classica et Mediaevalia, X (1949), 195-219. 

. Recherches critiques sur Andronic I. Arsbok, 1944 and Lund, 1945. 

. “The State and Landed Property in Byzantium to 1250,” Classica et Mediae- 
valia, VIII (1946), 221-62. 

Darké, J. “La militarizatione dell’ Impero Bizantino,” Studi bizantini e neoellenici, 
V (1939), 88-99. 

. “Neuere Beitrage zur Biographie des Laonikos Chalkokondyles,” Com pte- 


748 Bibliography 


rendu du deuxiéme Congres international des études byzantines 2 Belgrace. 

1927. (Belgrade, 1929), 25-29. 

. “Zum Leben des Laonikos Chalkondyles,” Byzantinische Zeitschrift, XXIV 
(1923), 29-39. . 

Davidson, R. Forschungen zur Geschichte von Florenz. Berlin, 1901. 

Dawkins, R. M. “Greeks and Northmen,” Custom is King: Essays Presented ti 
Dr. R. R. Marett. Oxford, 1936. 

Declareuil, T. Rome et l’organisation du droit. (Bibliotheque de synthése historique. 
L’évolution de Uv humanité. Ed. Berr, H.) Paris, 1924. See especially Book II, Le 
droit du Bas-Empire et les réformes Justiniennes. 

Delarue, F. Albrégé de l'histoire de Bas-Empire de Lebeau. Lyon, 1847. 

Delehaye, H. Les Saints Stylites. Brussels, 1923. 

. “La vie de Saint Paul le jeune et la chronologie de Metaphraste,” Revue Je: 

questions historiques, N.S. X (1893), 49-85. 

(Ed.) “Life of Daniel the Stylite,” Analecta Bollandiana, XXXII (1913). 
chap. 31. 

Dendias, M. “Le Roi Manfred de Sicile et la bataille de Pélagonie,” Méelanges 
Charles Diehl: Etudes sur l'histoire et sur Vart de Byzance. Paris, 1930. 

Destunis, G. “Essay on the biography of George Phrantzes,” Journal of the Min- 
istry of Public Instruction, CCLXXXVIII (1893), 427-97. In Russian. 

Devreesse. Le Patriarcat d’Antioche depuis la paix de Véglise jusqu’a la conquéte 
Arabe. Paris, 1945. 

Dewing, H. B. (Ed. and trans.) Procopius of Caesarea. 7 vols. 1914-40. 

Dictionnaire de théologie catholique. Ed. Vacant, A., Mangenot, E., and Amann, E. 
15 vols. Paris, 1931-(cont.). 

Diehl, Charles. L’ Afrique byzantine. Paris, 1896. 

. Byzance. Grandeur et décadence. Paris, 1920. 

——. “Byzantine Civilization,” The Cambridge Medieval History, YV (1923), 
745-77: 

. “La derniére renaissance de |’art Byzantin,” Journal des Savants, NS. XV 

(1917), 361-76. 

. “L’empereur au nez coupé,” Revue de Paris, January 1, 1923. Reprinted 

in his Choses et gens de Byzance. Paris, 1926. 

. Etudes byzantines: Introduction al’ histoire de Byzance, les études d'historre 

byzantine en 1905, .... Paris, 1905. 

. Etudes sur I ad ministration byzantine au Vexarchat de Ravenne (5638- 

751). Paris, 1888. 

. Guilland, R., Oeconomos, L., and Grousset, R. L’Europe Ortentale de 1081 

2 1453. Paris, 1945. 

. Figures byzantines. 2 series. Paris, 1906-8. 4th ed., Paris, 1909. The biog- 

raphy of Theodora (Vol. J, 4th ed., 1909, 51-75) is the best on the subject. The 

essay on Andronic Comnene (2nd ser., 1908, 86-133) is brilliantly written. English 

trans. Bell, H. Byzantine Portraits. New York, 1927. 

. “The Fourth Crusade and the Latin Empire,” The Cambridge Medteral 

History, WV (1923), 415-31. 

. Les Grands Problémes de l'histoire byzantine. Paris, 1943. 

. Histoire de l'empire byzantin. Paris, 1930. English trans. Ives, G. B. Prince- 

ton, 1925. 


Bibliography 749 


. Justinien et la civilization byzantine au VI* siécle. Paris, 1901. 

———. “La Légende de l’empereur Théophile,” Annales de l'Institut Kondakov, 
IV (1931), 33-37: 

. “Leo III and the Isaurian Dynasty (717-802),” The Cambridge Medieval 

History, 1V (1923), 1-26. 

. Manuel d'art byzantin. Paris, 1910. 2nd ed., Paris, 1925-26. 

and Marcais, G. Le Monde oriental de 395 2 1018. Paris, 1936. 

. “L’Origine du régime des thémes dans |’empire byzantin,” Etudes byzan- 

tines. Paris, 1905. First edition of this article in Les Etudes d'histoire du moyen 

dge dédidées 2 G. Monod. Paris, 1896. 

. Ravenne. Paris, 1907. 

. Une République patricienne. Venise. Paris, 1915. 2nd ed., Paris, 1928. Beau- 

tifully written. 

. “Review: Runciman, Byzantine Civilization,” Byzantinische Zeitschrift, 

XXXIV (1934), 127-30. Diehl indicates some mistakes but concludes by pro- 

nouncing the work excellent. 

. “La Société byzantine a l’époque des Comnénes,” Revue historique du 

sudest européen, V1 (1929), 198-280. Separate ed., Paris, 1929. Very interest- 


ing. 


. Théodora, impératrice de Byzance. 3rd ed., Paris, 1904. Reprint in 1937. 

Diener, Bertha. Imperial Byzantium. Boston, 1938. 

Dieterich, K. Quellen und Forschungen zur Erd- und Kulturkunde. Leipzig, 1912. 

Dirr, A. “Georgie,” Encyclopédie de l’Islam, Il (1927), 139-40. 

“Disputatio Latinorum et Graecorum,” Archivum Franciscanum Historicum, XII 
(1919). 

Dmitrievsky, A. The Description of the Liturgical Manuscripts Preserved in the 
Libraries of the Orthodox East. Kiev, 1895. In Russian and Greek. 

Dobiache-Rojdestvensky, O. The Epoch of the Crusades; the West in the Crusading 
Movement. Petrograd, 1918. In Russian. 

Dobroklonsky, A. Blessed Theodore the Confessor and Abbot of Studion. Odessa, 
1913. In Russian. 

Dodu, G. Histoire des institutions monarchiques dans le royaume latin de ]éru- 
salem 1099-1291. Paris, 1894. 

Dolger, Franz. Beitrage zur Geschichte der byzantinischen Finanzverwaltung 
besonders des 10 und 11 Jahrhunderts. Leipzig and Berlin, 1927. Important. 

. “Bulgarisches Cartum und byzantinisches Kaisertum,” Actes du IV° con- 

gres international des études byzantines. Sofia, 1934. 

. “Die byzantinische Literatur und Dante,” Compte-rendu du deuxitéme 

congres international des études byzantines, Belgrade, 1927. Belgrade, 1929. 

. Corpus der griechischen Urkunden des Mittelalters und der neueren Zeit. 

Regesten I. Regesten der Kaiserurkunden des ostrémischen Reiches. 3 vols. 

Munich and Berlin, 1924-32. 

. “Die neuentdeckte Quelle zur Helenaszene in Goethes Faust. Die Prophy- 

laen,” Beilage zur Minchner Zeitung, XXVIII (1931), 289-00. 

. “Reviews and comments,” Deutsche Literaturzeitung, XLVII (1926), cols. 

1440-45. Historisches Jahrbuch, XLVII (1927), 760-66. Historische Zeitschrift, 

CXLI (1930), 110-13. Byzantinische Zeitschrift, XXVI1 (1926), 95-101; XXXVI 

(1936), 467-68; XXXVII (1937), 542-47. 


——sse OO 


750 Bibliography 


. Der Vertrag des Sultans Qala‘un von Aegypten mit dem Kaiser Michael VIII 
Palatologus. Serta Monacensia. Leyden, 1952. 

Dopsch, A. Wirtschaftliche und soziale Grundlagen der europatschen Kultur- 
entwicklung. Vol. I. Vienna, 1918. 2nd ed., Vienna, 1923. Very interesting and 
important, especially for the West. 

Driaseke, J. “Byzantinische Hadesfahrten,” Neue Jahrbicher fur das klassische 
Altertum, XX1X (1912), 343-66. 

. “Die neuen Handschriftenfunde in den Meteoraklostern,” Neue Jahrbucher 

fur das klassische Altertum, XX1X (1912), 542-53. 

. “Plethons und Bessarions Denkschriften ‘Ueber die Angelegenheiten im 

Peloponnes,” Neue Jahrbiucher fur das klassische Altertum, XXVII (1911). 

102-19. 

. “Theodoros Lascaris,” Byzantinische Zeitschrift, II (1894), 498-515. Es 

pecially Theodore II’s literary activity. 

. “Zu Johannes Kantakuzenos,” Byzantinische Zeitschrift, 1X (1g00), 72-35. 
. “Zum Kircheneinigungsversuch des Jahres 1439,” Byzantinische Zettschnijt. 
V (1896), 572-86. oe 
Drapeyron, L. L’Empereur Héraclius et V'empire byzantin au VII* stécle. Paris, 

1869. Out of date. 

Drinov, M. S. “On Some Works of Demetrius Chomatianos as Historical Material.” 
Vizantiysky Vremennik, I (1894), 319-40; II (1895), 1-23. In Russian. 

. The Slavic Occupation of the Balkan Peninsula. Moscow, 1873. In Russian. 

. The Southern Slavs and Byzantium in the Tenth Century. Moscow, 1575. 
Reprinted in Works of M. S. Drinov. Ed. Zlatarsky, V. N. Vol. I. Sofia, 1909. A 
very important work on the Bulgaro-Byzantine relations. In Russian. 

Ducas, Michael. Historia byzantina. Ed. Bekker, I. (Corpus Scriptorum Hustoriae 
Byzantinae.) Bonn, 1834. Greek text and Italian version. 

Duchataux, V. Eustathe, Archevéque de Thessalonique. Sa Vie, ses oeuvres, son 
histoire du siege et de la prise de Thessalonique par les Normands Sictltens. 
(Travaux de l Académie Nationale de Reims, CVIII.) Reims, 1902. 

Duchesne, L. Liber Pontificalts. Paris, 1886. 

Dudden, F. Gregory the Great: His Place in History and Thought. London, 1995. 

Dulaurier, E. “Chronique de Matthieu d’Edesse,” Bibliotheque historique ar- 
ménienne. (Paris, 1858), 16-24. 

Duncalf, F. “The Pope’s Plan for the First Crusade,” The Crusades and Other 
Historical Essays Presented to D. C. Munro by his former Students. New York. 
1928. 

Dupuy. “Eloge de Lebeau,” Histoire du Bas-Empire. Ed. de Saint-Martin, M. Vel. 
I. Paris, 1824. 

Durrieu, P. Les Archives angevines de Naples. Etudes sur les registres du roi Charles 
I°", (Bibliothéque des écoles francaises d’Athénes et de Rome, XLVI.) Paris. 
1886. 

Duruy, V. Histoire des Romains. Vols. VI-VII. Paris, 1883-85. English trans. Rip- 
ley, M. M. Boston, 1883-86. 

Dussaud, R. Les Arabes en Syrie avant I'Islam. Paris, 1907. 

Duthuit, G. Byzance et l’art du XII° siecle. Paris, 1926. 

Dvornik, F. Les Légendes de Constantin et de Méthode vues de Byzance. Prague. 
1933. Very important. 


Bibliography 751 


———. The Making of Central and Eastern Europe. London, 1949. 

. The Photian Schism, History and Legend. Cambridge, 1948. In French, 

Paris, 1950. Very important. 

. Les Slaves, Byzance et Rome au [X° siécle. Paris, 1926. Important. 

. La Vie de saint Grégoire de Décapolite et les slaves macédoniens au 1X° 
stécle. Paris, 1926. 

Dyakonov, A. P. “The Byzantine Demes and Factions (ra pépn) in the Fifth to 
the Seventh Centuries,” Vizantiysky Sbornik (Moscow and Leningrad, 1945). 
—. John of Ephesus and his Ecclestastical-Historical Works. St. Petersburg, 
1908. Very important. In Russian. E. W. Brooks says: “All studies of John of 
Ephesus have now been thrown into the shade by the great work of A. Dyako- 

nov.” (Patrologia Orientalis, XVII [1923], iii.) 

Ebersolt, J. Les Arts somptuaires de Byzance. Paris, 1923. 

. Constantinople byzantine et les voyageurs du Levant. Paris, 1918. 

——-. La Miniature byzantine. Paris and Brussels, 1926. 

. Orient et occident. 2 vols. Paris, 1928-29. 

Ecloga ad Procheiron mutata founded upon the Ecloga of Leo III and Constantine 
V of Isauria and on the Procheiros nomos of Basil I of Macedonia, including the 
Rhodian maritime law edited in 1166 aw. Ed. Freshfield, E. H. A Manual of 
Later Roman Law. Cambridge, 1927. 

Eichmann, E. “Studien zur Geschichte der abenlandischen Kaiserkrénung. II. 
Zur Topographie der Kaiser Kaiserkrénung,” Historisches Jahrbuch, XLV 
(1925), 21-56. 

Eichner, W. “Die Nachrichten tiber den Islam bei den Byzantinern,” Der Islam, 
XXIII (1936), 133-62; 197-244. 

Elderkin, G. W. and Stillwell, R. (Eds.) Antioch-on-the-Orontes. (Publications of 
the Committee for the Excavation of Antioch and its vicinity.) Princeton, 1934-41. 

Ellissen, A. Analecten der mittel-und neugriechischen Litteratur. IV. Leipzig, 1860. 

. Michael Ahominatos von Chondé. Gottingen, 1846. 

Emereau, C. “Notes sur les origines et la fondation de Constantinople,” Revue 
archéologique, XXI (1925), 1-25. 3 

Ensslin, W. “Leo I., Kaiser 457-74,” Real-Encyclopadie der Classischen Altertum- 
wissenschaft. Ed. Pauly, A. F., Wissowa, G. and others. 1 ser. XII (1925), cols. 
1947-61. 

. “Maximus und sein Begleiter der Historiker Priskos,” Byzantinisch-neu- 

griechische Jahrbiicher, V (1926), 1-9. 

. Theoderich der Grosse. Munich, 1947. 

Ephraemius Monachus. Ed. Bekker, I. (Corpus Scriptorum Historiae Byzantinae.) 
Bonn, 1840. 

Epifanovich, S. The Blessed Maximus Confessor and Byzantine Theology. Kiev, 
1915. In Russian. 

Erdmann, C. Die Entstehung des Kreuzzugsgedankens. Stuttgart, 1935. 

Ermoni, V. Saint Jean Damascéne. Paris, 1904. 

Ertov, I. History of the Eastern Roman or Constantinopolitan Empire. St. Peters- 
burg, 1837. In Russian. 

Eusebius of Caesarea. De laudibus Constantini. Ed. Heikel, I. von. Eusebius Werke. 
Leipzig, 1902. Ed. Schaff, P., Wace, H., and others. A Select Library of Nicene and 
Post-Nicene Fathers of the Christian Church. 2nd ser. Vol. I. New York, 1890. 


752 Bibliography 


. Historia Ecclesiastica. Ed. Schaff, P., Wace, H. A Select Library of Nicene 

and Post-Nicene Fathers of the Christian Church. 2nd ser. Vol. 1. New York, 19. 

. Vita Constantini. Ed. Heikel, I. Eusebius Werke. Leipzig, 1902. Ed. Schaff, 
P., Wace, H. and others. A Select Library of Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers 
of the Christian Church. 2nd ser. Vol. 1. New York, 1890. 

Eustathius of Thessalonica. De Thessalonica a Latinis capta. Ed. Bekker, I. (Corpus 
Scriptorum Historiae Byzantinae.) Bonn, 1842. 

. Manuelis Comneni Laudatio funebris. Ed. Migne, J. P. (Patrologia Graeca, 
CXXXV.) Paris, 1887. 

Eustratiades, S. and Arcadios of Vatopedi. Catalogue of the Greek Manuscripts 
in the Library of the Monastery of Vatopedi on Mt. Athos. (Harvard Theological 
Studies, XI.) Cambridge, 1924. 

Eutropius. Breviarium Historiae Romanae ad Valentem Augustum. Ed. Ruhl, F. 
Leipzig, 1919. 

Eutychius of Alexandria. Annales. Ed. Cheikho, L., Carra de Vaux, B. and Zavvat, 
H. (Corpus Seriptorum Christianorum Ortentalium. Scriptores Arabict.) Beirut 
and Paris, 1906-12. In Arabic. Latin trans. ed. Migne, J. P. (Patrologia Graecs, 
CXI, cols. 889-1156.) Paris, 1863. 

Evagrius (Scholasticus). Historia Ecclesiastica. Ed. Bidez, J. and Parmentier, L. 
London, 1898. 

Evangelides, T. ‘Hpdxeus 6 avroxpdrwp tov Bulavriov. Odessa, 1903. Brief com- 
pilation. 

Every, G. The Byzantine Patriarchate (451-1204). London, 1948. 

Excerpta e Theophanis Historia. Ed. Bekker, I. (Corpus Seriptorum H1storiae By- 
zantinae.) Bonn, 1829. 

Excerpta historica jussu imperatoris Constantint Porphyrogeniti confecta. Ed. de 
Boor, C. Berlin, 1903. 

Falcandus, Hugo. Historia sicula. Ed. Muratori, L. A. (Scriptores Rerum Itals- 
carum, VII, cols. 249-344.) Milan, 1751. 

Falier-Papadopoulos, J. B. “Phrantzés est-il réellement l’auteur de la grande chro- 
nique qui porte son nom?” Bulletin de l’'institut archéologique bulgare, 1X (1935), 


177-89. 

Fallmerayer, J. P. Geschichte der Halbinsel Morea wahrend des Mittelalters. Svutt- 
gart, 1830-36. Biased. 

Faral, E. “Geoffroy de Villehardouin. La question de la sincérité,” Revue Atstorique, 
CLXXVII (1936), 530-82. 

Ferrini, C. “Edizione critica del voxos yewpytxds,” Byzantinische Zeitschrift, VM 
(1898), 558-71. 

. Opera di Contardo Ferrini. Vol. I. Milan, 1929. 

Festa, Nicola. “A Propos d’une biographie de St. Jean le Miséricordieux,” Vizantry- 
sky Vremennik, XIII (1906). 

. “La Lettere greche di Federigo II,” Archivio storico italiano, Ser. 5 XIll 
(1894), 134 

Feugére, L. Etude sur la vie et les ouvrages de Ducange. Paris, 1852. 

Fialon, E. Etude historique et littéraire sur saint Basile. 2nd ed., Paris, 1869. 

Finlay, G. History of the Byzantine Empire from DCXIV to MLVII. 2nd ed. 
Edinburgh and London, 1856. Ed. Tozer, H. F. Oxford, 1877. 

. A History of Greece. Ed. Tozer, H. F. Oxford, 1877. 


Bibliography 753 


Fischer, W. Studien zur byzantinischen Geschichte des 11. Jahrhunderts. Plauen, 
1883. 

F seeperildl A. The Essays and Hymns of Synesius of Cyrene. Oxford and London, 
1930. 

ce . The Letters of Synesius of Cyrene. London, 1926. 

Fletcher, W. Ante-Nicene Christian Library. Edinburgh, 1871. 

Florinsky, T. D. “Andronicus the Younger and John Cantacuzene. Sketch on the 
History of Byzantium in the Second Quarter of the Fourteenth Century (1328- 
1355), Journal of the Ministry of Public Instruction, CCIV-CCV (1879). Im- 
portant. In Russian. 

. The Athonian Acts and Photographs of Them in the Collections of Sevas- 

tyanov. St. Petersburg, 1880. 

. The Monuments of Dushan’s Legislative Activity. Kiev, 1888. In Russian. 

. The Southern Slavs and Byzantium in the Second Quarter of the Four- 
teenth Century. Vols. I-II. St. Petersburg, 1882. Very good survey of the Empire’s 
external relations under Andronicus II], John Cantacuzene and Stephen Dushan. 

Foakes-Jackson, F. J. “Anna Comnena,” Hibbert Journal, XXXIII (1934-35), 
430-42. Vividly written popular sketch. 

Fontes rerum byzantinarum. Ed. Regel, W. St. Petersburg, 1892. Vol. 2. Petrograd, 


1917. 

Fotheringham, J. K. “Genoa and the Fourth Crusade,” The English Historical Re- 
view, XXV (1910), 20-57. 

. Marco Sanudo, Conqueror of the Archipelago. Oxford, 1915. 

Freeman, E. A. Historical Essays. Vol. ll, ser. 2, 2nd ed. London, 1892. 

. The History of the Norman Conquest of England. Oxford, 1870. 

Freshfheld, E. (Ed.) A Manual of Eastern Roman Law. The Procheiros Nomos 
published by the Emperor Basil I at Constantinople between 867 and 879 A.D. 
Cambridge, 1928. 

. (Ed.) A Manual of Roman Law—the Ecloga—Published by the Emperors 

Leo Ill and Constantine V of Isauria at Constantinople A.D. 726. Cambridge, 

1926. 

.A Revised Manual of Roman Law founded upon the Ecloga of Leo Ill and 

Constantine V, of Isaurta. Ecloga privata aucta. Cambridge, 1927. 

. (Ed.) Roman Law in the Later Roman Empire. Byzantine Guilds. Pro- 
fessional and Commercial Ordinances of Leo VI. c. 895 from the Book of the 
Eparch rendered into English. Cambridge, 1938. Introduction and English trans- 
lation. 

Freytag, G. Regnum Saahd-Aldaulae in oppido Halebo. Bonn, 1820. Also in the 
volume with Leo the Deacon (Diaconus), Historiae. Ed. Hasii, C. B. (Corpus 
Seriptorum Historiae Byzantinae.) Bonn, 1828. 

Friedlander, P. Johannes von Gaza und Paulus Silentiarius. Leipzig and Berlin, 
IQI2. 

Friedmann, E. Der mittelalteriche Welthandel von Florenz in seiner geographi- 
schen Ausdehnung (nach der Practica della mercatura des Balducci Pegolott:). 
(Abhandlungen der Kaiserlichen Kéniglichen Geographischen Gesellschaft in 
Wien, X.) Vienna, 1912. 

Fuchs, F. Die héheren Schulen von Konstantinopel im Mittelalter. Leipzig and 
Berlin, 1926. Important. 


754 Bibliography 


Fulgentii Ferrandi Epistolae. Ed. Migne, J. P. (Patrologia Latina, LXVII.) Paris, 
1848. 

Fuller, G. T. Andronicus, or the Unfortunate Politician. London, 1646. R. Byron, 
in The Byzantine Achievement (London, 1929) notes this work, perhaps the 
earliest English Byzantine study. 

Fustel de Coulanges, Numa Denis. Historre des institutions politiques de l'ancienne 
France. 2nd ed., Paris, 1904. 

. Les Origines du systéme féodal. Paris, 1890. 

Gabotto, F. Eufemio il movimento separatista nella Italia bizantina. Turin, 13<p. 

Gardner, A. The Lascarids of Nicaea: The Story of an Empire in Exile. London, 
1922. An interesting and reliable monograph on the Empire of Nicaea. 

. Theodore of Studion, His Life and Times. London, 1905. 

Gasquet, A. L’Empire byzantin et la monarchie franque. Paris, 1888. 

Gass, W. Die Mystik des Nikolaus Kabasilas vom Leben in Christo. Greisswald. 
1849. 

Gay, I. L’Italie méridionale et l'empire byzantin depuis lavénement de Basile I" 
jusqua la prise de Bari par les normands, 867-1071. Paris, 1904. Important. 

. Les Papes du XI° siecle et la chrétienté. Paris, 1926. 

Geffcken, J. Kaiser Julianus. Leipzig, 1914. 

Gelzer, H. Abriss der byzantinischen Katsergeschichte. Munich, 1897. 

. Die Genesis der byzantinischen Themenverfassung. Leipzig, 1899. 

——. (Ed.) Georgii Cyprit Descriptio Orbis Romani. Leipzig, 1890. 

———. “Kosmas der Indienfahrer,” Jahrbdcher fur protestantische Theologie. 
IX (1883), 105-41. 

. Leontius’ von Neapolis Leben des hetligen Johannes des Barmherzigen 

Erzbischof von Alexandrien. Freiburg and Leipzig, 1893. 

. Ungedruckte und ungenugend veréffentlichte Texte der Notitiae Episco- 
patuum, ein Beitrag zur byzantinischen Kirchen- und Verwaltungsgeschichte. 
(Abhandlungen der philologische-philosophischen Klasse der Akademie der Ws- 
senschaften zu Munchen, XII.) Munich, 1901. 

Gelzer, M. Studien zur byzantinische Verwaltung Aegyptens. Leipzig, 1909. 

Genesius, Joseph. Regna. Ed. Lachmann, C. (Corpus Scriptorum Htstoriae By- 
zantinae.) Bonn, 1834. 

Gennadius Scholarios. Ocuvres completes de Gennade Scholarios. Ed. Petit, L.. 
Siderides, X. A., Jugie, M., and others. 8 vols. Paris, 1928-36. 

George of Cyprus. Ed. Migne, J. P. (Patrologia Graeca, CXLII.) Paris, 1885. 

George Monachus Hamartolus. Chronicle. Ed. Muralt, E. St. Petersburg, 1859. Ed. 
de Boor, C. 2 vols. Leipzig, 1904. 

George of Pisidia. De expeditione persica. Ed. Bekker, I. (Corpus Scriptorum His- 
toriae Byzantinae) Bonn, 1836. 

Gercke, A. and Norden, E. Einleitung in die Altertumswissenschaft. Vol. II. 2nd 
ed., Leipzig and Berlin, 1914. 

Gerland, E. “Byzantion und die Griindung der Stadt Konstantinopel,” Byzanu- 
nisch-neugriechische Jahrbucher, X (1933) 93-105. 

. Geschichte der Frankenherrschaft in Griechenland. Il. Geschichte de: 

lateinischen Katserreiches von Konstantinopel. Hamburg, 1905. A detailed ac- 

count of the external history of the Latin Empire from 1204 to 1216, made on the 
basis of the manuscripts of K. Hopf. 


Bibliography 755 


. Konstantin der Grosse in Geschichte und Sage. (Texte und Forschungen zur 

byzantinisch-neugrieschischen Philologite, no. 23. Athens, 1937. Gerland’s post- 

humous tentative study, of no importance, which has not been worked out. See 

H. Grégoire’s criticism in Byzantion, XII (1937), 698-99. 

. “Die Quellen der Helenaepisode in Goethes Faust,” Neue Jahrbticher fiir 

das klassische Altertum, XXV (1910), 735-39. 

. Das Studium der byzantinischen Geschichte vom Humanismus bis zur 

Jeztheit. Athens, 1934. 

. “Der vierte Kreuzzug und seine Probleme,” Neue Jahrbiucher fur das 
klassische Altertum, XIII (1904), 505-14. 

Gesta Dagoberti I regis Francorum. (Monumenta Germaniae Historica Scriptores. 
Rerum Merouingicarum, II, 396-425.) Hanover, 1888. 

Gesta regis Henrici Secund:. Ed. Stubbs, W. (Rerum Britannicarum Mediu Aeu 
Scriptores, vol. XLIX.) London, 1867. 
Gfrorer, A. Byzantinische Geschichten. Vols. I-III. Graz, 1873-77. Sketches of the 
rules of the emperors, from John Tzimisces to Romanus Diogenes, inclusive. 
Ghines, D. “To érapyxexov BiBdtov Kai of vduot "TovAcavod Tod ’AoKadwvirov,” 
’Exernpis ‘Eraupeias Bulavrivev Larovday, XIII (1937), 183-91. 

Gibbon, Edward. The Autobiographies of Edward Gibbon. Ed. Murray, J. Lon- 
don, 1896. 

. The History of The Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire. Ed. Bury, J. B. 
7 vols. London, 1897-1902. 

Gibbons, H. A. The Foundation of the Ottoman Empire. Oxford, 1916. 

Gidel, M. Etudes sur la littérature grecque moderne. Paris, 1866. 

Giese, F. “Das Problem der Entstehung des Osmanischen Reiches,” Zeitschrift 
fiir Semitistik, Il (1923), 246-71. 

Gildersleeve, B. L. “Paulus Silentiarius,” American Journal of Philology, XXXVIII 
(1917), 42-72. 

Ginnis, D. “Das promulgationsjahr der Isaurischen Ecloge,” Byzantinische Zeit- 
schrift, XXIV (1924), 346-58. 

Gjerset, K. History of the Norwegian People. New York, 1915. 

de Goeje, M. J. “Harun-ibn-Yahya,” Bibliotheca Geographorum Arabicorum, VII 
(1892), 119-32. 

. Mémoire sur la conquéte de la Syrie. 2nd ed., Leyden, 1900. 

Gorres, F. “Die byzantinischen Besitzungen an den Kisten des spanisch-west- 
gothischen Reiches (554-624),” Byzantinische Zeitschrift, XVI (1907), 530- 


32. 


. “Justinian II. und das romische Papsttum,” Byzantinische Zeitschrift, XVII 
(1908), 440-50. . 

Goldziher, I. Muhammedanische Studien. Halle, 1890. 

. “Die Religion des Islams, in Die Kultur der Gegenwart . . . von P. Hinne- 

berg,” Die Religionen des Orients, III (1913). 

. Vorlesungen uber den Islam. Heidelberg, 1910. 

Golubinsky, E. E. History of the Russian Church. Vol. I. 2nd ed., Moscow, 1901. Ex- 
cellent book for the early relations between Byzantium and Russia. In Rus- 
sian. 

Golubovich, G. “Disputatio Latinorum et Graecorum,” Archivum Franciscanum 


Historicum, XII (1919), 428-65. 


756 Bibliography 


Goubert, P. “L’Administration de l’Espagne Byzantine,” Etudes byzantines, Ill 
(1945), 127-43; IV (1946), 71-135. 

. “Byzance et |’Espagne wisigothique (554-711), Revue des études byzar- 
tines, II (1945), 5-78. 

Grabar, André. L’Art byzantine. Paris, 1938. 

Granovsky, T. N. “The Latin Empire; a Review of Medovikov’s Work,” Cor:- 
plete Works of T. N. Granovsky. 4th ed., Moscow, 1goo. In Russian. 

Grégoire, Henri. “An Armenian Dynasty on the Byzantine Throne,” Armenisa 
Quarterly, 1 (1946), 4-21. 

and Keyser, R. “La chanson de Roland et Byzance; ou de l’utilité du grec 

pour les romanistes,” Byzantion, XIV (1939), 265-301. 

. “Un Continateur de Constantin Manassés et sa source,” Mélanges offerts é 
M. Gustav Schlumberger, Vol. I. Paris, 1924. 

———., “La ‘Conversion’ de Constantin,’ Revue de l'Université de Bruxelles. 
XXXVI (1930-31) 231-72. Very important. 

. Digenis Akritas. The Byzantine Epic in History and Poetry. New York, 

1942. Fundamental work in modern Greek. 

——, “Du Nouveau sur la chronographie byzantine; le ‘Scriptor incertus de 

Leone Armenio’ est la dernier continuateur le Malalas,” Bulletin de la classe 

des lettres de I’ Académie royale de Belgique, XXII (1936), 420-36. 

. “Du nouveau sur le Patriarche Photius,” Bulletin de la classe des lettres de 

l’ Académie royale de Belgique, XX (1934), 36-53. 

. “L’Etymologie de ‘Labarum,’” Byzantion, IV (1929), 477-82. 

. “Eusébe n’est pas l’auteur de la ‘Vita Constantini’ dans sa forme actuelle 

et Constantin ne s’est pas ‘converti’ en 312,” Byzantion, XIII (1938), 561-83. 

. “La Légende d’Oleg et l’expédition d’Igor,” Bulletin de la classe des lettres 

de l’ Académie royale de Belgique, XXIII (1937), 80-94. 

and Kugener, M. A. (Eds.) Marc le Diacre, vie de Porphyre évéque de Gaza. 

Paris, 1930. 

.“M. Charles Diehl, M. G. Ostrogorsky et M. Stein ou ‘Slavica non leguntur, ” 

Byzantion, XIII, 2 (1938), 749-57. 

. “Notules epigraphique,” Byzantion, XIII (1938). 

. “Un Nouveau Fragment du ‘Scriptor incertus de Leone Armenio,’” B;- 

zantion, XI (1936), 417-28. 

. L’Opinion byzantine et la bataille de Kossovo,” Byzantion, VI (1931). 


24 


7-51. 

. “Le Peuple de Constantinople,” Byzantion, XI (1936), 617-716. 
———. “Les Pierres qui crient,” Byzantion, XIV (1939), 317-21. 
. “Le Probléme de la version ‘originale’ de l’Epopée Byzantine de Digenis 
Akritas,” Revue des études byzantines, VI, 1 (1948), 27-35. Very useful for 
the whole question of Digenis Akritas, as well as for its most recent bibliogra- 


phy. 


. “The Question of the Diversion of the Fourth Crusade,” Byzantion, XV 
(1941), 158-66. 

and Goossens, R. “Les Recherches récentes sur l’epopée byzantine,” L’.42- 
tiquité Classique, 1 (1932), 419-39; I] (1933), 449-72. The second study is by R. 
Goossens alone. Excellent introduction to the epic of Digenes Akritas. 

. Recueil des inscriptions grecques chrétiennes d’ Aste Mineure. Paris, 1422. 


Bibliography 757 


—. “Review: Ostrogorsky, Geschichte des Byzantinischen Staates,” Byzantion, 
XIV, 2 (£944), 545-55- 

. “Review: Ostrogorsky, Studien zur Geschichte des byzantinischen Bilder- 

streites,” Byzantion, 1V (1929), 765-71. 

. “Une Source byzantine du second Faust,’ Revue de l'Université de 

Bruxelles, XXXVI (1930-31), 348-54. 

. “Le tome II du Vasiliev,” Byzantion, V (1930), 779-84. 

. “Le Véritable nom et la date de l’église de la dormition 4 Nicée. Un texte 

nouveau et décisif,” Mélanges d’histotre offerts 2 Henri Pirenne. Vol. I. Paris 

and Brussels, 1926. 

and Kugener, M. A. “La Vie de Porphyre, evéque de Gaza, est-elle authen- 
tique?” Revue de l'Université de Bruxelles, XXXV_ (1929-30), 53-60. 

Gregoras, Nicephorus. Historia Byzantina. Ed. Schopen, L. (Corpus Seriptorum 
Historiae Byzantinae.) Bonn, 1829-35. 

Gregorii Magni Epistolae. Ed. Hartmann, L. M. (Monumenta Germaniae Historica 
Epistolarum, \-II.) Berlin, 1891-99. Ed. Migne, J. P (Patrologia Latina, LXXV- 
LXXIX.) Paris, 1849. Ed. Schaff, P. and others. A Select Library of Nicene and 
Post-Nicene Fathers of the Christian Church. 2nd ser.. XI-XIII. New York, 
1895-98. Ed. Mansi, J. D. (Conciliorum Nova et Amplissima Collectio, IX, cols. 
1023-1240.) Florence, 1763. 

Gregorii Turonensis Episcopi Historia Francorum. Ed. Omont, H. and Collon, G. 
Vol. II. Paris, 1913. 

Gregorius Nyssenus. Oratio de Deitate Filtt et Spiritus Sancti. Ed. Migne, J. P. 
(Patrologia Graeca, XLVI.) Paris, 1845. 

Gregorovius, F. A. Geschichte der Stadt Athen 1m Mittelalter von der zeit Jus- 
tinian’s bis zur tiirkischen Eroberung. Stuttgart, 18809. 

Grimbert, E. Theodora. Die Tanzerin auf dem Kaiserthron. Munich, 1928. 

Grimme, H. Mohammed. I. Das Leben. Minster, 1892. 

Grober, G. Grundriss der romanischen Philologie. 2nd ed., Strassburg, 1904-6. 

Groh, K. Geschichte des ostrémischen Katsers Justin Il, nebst den Quellen. Leipzig, 
1889. 

Grossu, N. The Attitude of the Byzantine Emperors John II and Manuel I Com- 
nent Towards Union with the West. (Transactions of the Spiritual Academy of 
Kiev, 1912.) Kiev, 1912. In Russian. 

. The Blessed Theodore of Studion; His Times, Life and Works. Kiev, 1907. 

In Russian. 

. The Church and Religious Activity of the Byzantine Emperor Alextus I 

Comnenus (1081-1118). (Transactions of the Spiritual Academy of Kiev, 1912.) 

Kiev, 1912. In Russian. 

. The Edict of Milan. (Transactions of the Spiritual Academy of Kiev, 1913). 
Kiev, 1913. In Russian. 

Grosvenor, E. A. Constantinople. Boston, 1895. 

Grot, C. Account of Constantine Porphyrogenitus on the Serbians and Croatians 
and their Settlement in the Balkan Peninsula. St. Petersburg, 1880. In Russian. 

. From the History of Ugria (Hungary) and the Slavs in the Twelfth Cen- 

tury. Warsaw, 1889. In Russian. 

. Moravia and Magyars from the Ninth until the Beginning of the Tenth 

Centuries. St. Petersburg, 1881. In Russian. 


x3 


758 Bibliography 


Grousset, R. L’Empire des steppes. Attila, Gengiz-Kahn, Tamerlan. Paris, 1939. 

. L’Empire du Levant. Histoire de la question d'Orient. Paris, *1949. 

———. Histoire d’ Aste. 1. Le Monde mongol. Paris, 1922. 

——. Histoire de l’ Arménte des origines @ 1071. Paris, 1947. 

. Histoire des crotsades et du Royaume Franc de Jérusalem. 3 vols. Par:s. 
1934-36. Important from the point of view of the history of Byzantium. 

Gruhn, A. Die Byzantinische Politik zur Zeit der Kreuzztige. Berlin, 1904. 

Grumel, V. “L’Affaire de Léon de Chalcedoiné. Le chrysobulle d’Alexis I°* su: 
les objets sacrés,” Etudes byzantines, Il (1945), 126-33. 

. “Les Ambassades pontificales 4 Byzance aprés le II® Concile de Lyor 

(1274-80),” Echos d’Orient, XXIII (1924), 437-47. 

. La Date de la promulgation de l’Ecloge de Leon III,” Echos d’Orien: 

XXXIV (1935), 331 ff. 

. “En Orient aprés le II® concile de Lyon,” Echos d’Orient, XXIV (1925). 

321 ff. 

. “Michel Glykas,” Dictionnaire de théologte catholique, X, 2 (1928), 1705-7. 

. “Review: Lemerle, Histoire de Byzance,” Etudes byzantines, Il (1945). 


275. 

Grupe, E. Kasser Justinian, aus seinem Leben und aus seiner Zeit. (Wissenschaft 
und Bildung, no. 184.) Leipzig, 1923. On the basis of the books of Diehl! and 
Holmes. 

Gsell, S. Les Monuments antiques de Il’ Algérie. Paris, 1got. 

Gildenpenning, A. Geschichte des ostrémischen Reiches unter den Katsern Ar- 
cadius und Theodosius II. Halle, 1885. 

and Ifland, J. Der Kaiser Theodosius der Grosse. Halle, 1878. 

Gueérard, L. “Les Lettres de Grégoire II 4 Léon l’Isaurien,” Mélanges d’archéoloxie 
et d'histoire, X (1890), 44-60. 

Giterbock, K. Byzanz und Persien in thren diplomatisch-volkerrectlichen Be- 

ztehungen im Zeittalter Justinians. Berlin, 1906. 

. Der Islam im Lichte der byzantinischen Polemtk. Berlin, 1912. 

. “Laonikos Chalkondyles,” Zeitschrift fur Volkerrecht und Bundesstaats- 
recht, 1V (1910), 72-102. 

Guilland, R. Correspondance de Nicéphore Grégoras. Paris, 1927. 

. “La Correspondance inédite d’Athanase, Patriarche de Constantinople 

(1289-93; 1304-10),” Mélanges Diehl: Etudes sur UV histoire et sur Vart de Byzance. 

Paris, 1930. 

. “La Correspondance inédite de Nicolas Cabasilas,” Byzantinische Zett- 

schrift, XXX (1929-30), 96-102. 

. Essai sur Nicéphore Grégoras. L’homme et I'Oeuvre. Paris, 1926. 

. “Le Palais de Théodore Meétochite,” Revue des études grecques, XXXV 

(1922), 82-95. 

. “Les Poésies inédites de Théodore Métochite,” Byzantion, III (1927), 

265-302. 

. “Le Protovestiarite George Phrantzés,” Revue des études byzantines, V1. 
r (1948), 48-57. 

Guldencrone, Baronne Diane de. L’Achaie féodale. Etude sur le moyen dge en 
Greéce (1205-1456). Paris, 1886. Popular book with references to some sources. 

. L'ltalie byzantine. Etude sur le haut moyen dge, 400-1050. Paris, 1914. 


Bibliography 759 


Gwatkin, H. M. “Arianism,” The Cambridge Medieval History, 1 (1911), 118-42. 

. Studies on Arianism. 2nd ed., Cambridge, 1900. Excellent work. 

Hagenmeyer, H. “Der Brief des Kaisers Alexios I Komnenos an den Grafen 
Robert I von Flandern,” Byzantinische Zeitschrift, V1 (1897), 1-32. 

. Die Kreuzzugsbriefe aus den Jahren 1088-1100. Innsbruck, 1901. 

Hahn, J. Albanesische Studien. Jena, 1854. 

Halecki, O. The Crusade of Varna. A Discussion of Controversial Problems. New 
York, 1943. 

.Un Empereur de Byzance @ Rome. Warsaw, 1930. 

. “La Pologne et ’empire Byzantin,” Byzantion, VII (1932), 41-67. 

Haller, J. “Kaiser Heinrich VI,” Historische Zeitschrift, CXUI1 (1914), 473-504. 

Halphen, L. Les Barbares; des grandes invasions aux conquétes turques de XI‘ 
stécle. Paris, 1926. 

. “La Conquéte de la Méditerranée par les Europeens au XI* et au XII* 
siecles,” Mélanges d'histoire offerts 2 H. Pirenne. Brussels and Paris, 1926. 

Hamid, Mustafa. “Das Fremdenrecht in der Tirkei,” Die Welt der Islam, VII 
(1919), 26-27. 

Hanotaux, G. “Les Vénitiens ont-ils trahi la chrétienté en 1202?” Revue historique, 
IV (1887), 74-102. 

Harnack, A. Geschichte der altchristlichen Litteratur bis Eusebts. 11. Die Chrono- 
logte der altchristlichen Litteratur bis Eusebis. Leipzig, 1904. 

. Lehrbuch der Dogmengeschichte. Vol. II. 4th ed., Tubingen, 1g09. English 

trans. Speirs, E. and Millar, J. Vol. IV. London, 1898. (Trans. from the 3rd 

German edition.) 

. Die Mission und Ausbreitung des Christentums in den ersten drei Jahr- 
hunderten. ath revised ed., Leipzig, 1924. 

Harrison, F. dmong My Books: Centenaries, Reviews, Memoirs. London, 1912. 

Hase, M. On Timarion, Notices et extraits des manuscrits de la Bibliotheque Na- 
tionale, 1X (1813), 125-68. 

Haskins, C. H. “The Greek Element in the Renaissance of the Twelfth Century,” 
The American Historical Review, XXV (1920), 603-15. 

. The Renatssance of the Twelfth Century. Cambridge, 1927. 

——. “The Spread of Ideas in the Middle Ages,” Speculum, I (1926), 19-30. 

. Studies in the History of Mediaeval Science. Cambridge, 1924. 

Hasluck, F. W. “The Latin Monuments of Chios,’ The Annual of the British 
School at Athens, XVI (1909-10), 137-84. 

Hasset, M. “The Reign of Justinian,” The American Catholic Quarterly Review, 
XXXVIII (1912), 266-85. Strict Catholic point of view. 

Havet, T. Lettres de Gerbert (983-97). Paris, 1889. 

Hefele, K. J. von. Conciliengeschichte. 9 vols. Freiburg, 1873-95. In English: 4 
History of the Councils of the Church. § vols. Edinburgh, 1876-96. In French: 
Histoire des conciles. Ed. Leclercq, C. Paris, 1907-ff. The last volume was pub- 
lished in 1949. | 

Hegel, G. W. F. Vorlesungen tiber die Philosophie der Geschichte. Trans. Sibree, 
J. London, 1890. 

Heichelheim, Fritz. Wirtschaftsgeschichte des Altertums vom Palaolitikum bis 
zur Volkerwanderung der Germanen, Slaven und Araber. 2 vols. Leyden, 1938. 


Heimbach, G. Basilicorum Libri LX. Leipzig, 1870. 


760 Bibliography 


. “Ueber die angebliche neueste Redaction der Basiliken durch Constanunus 
Porphytogeneta,” Zettschrift fur Rechtsgeschichte, VIII (1869), 417 ff. 

Heisenberg, A. Analecta: Mittelungen aus stalienischen Handschriften byzantini- 
scher Chronographen. Munich, 1go1. 

. Die Apostelkirche in Konstantinopel. Leipzig, 1908. 

——. Aus der Geschichte und Literatur der Palaiologenzeit. Munich, 1920. 

. “Dissertatio de vita et scriptis Nicephori Blemmydae,” Nicephori Blemmy- 

dae Curriculum vitae et carmina. Leipzig, 1896. 

. “Dissertatio de vita scriptoris Georgii Acropolitae,” Opera Georgi Acro- 

politae. Leipzig, 1903. 

. “Kaiser Johannes Batatzes der Barmherzige,” Byzantinische Zeitschrift, 

XIV (1905), 160-233. 

. Neue Quellen zur Geschichte des lateinischen Katsertums und der Karche- 

union. 1. Der Epitaphios des Nikolaos Mesarites auf seinen Bruder Johanne:. 

Il. Die Unitonsverhandlungen vom 30. August 1206. Patriarchenwahl und Kaiser- 

krénung in Ntkata 1208. Munich, 1923. 

. Nicolaos Mesarites. Die Palastrevolution des Johannes Komnenos. Wuzrz- 

burg, 1907. 

. “Das Problem der Renaissance in Byzanz,” Hustorische Zeitschnijt, 

CXXXIII (1926), 393-412. 

. Studien zu Georgios Akropolites. (Sitzungsberichte der philosophisch- 
philologisch und der historische Klasse der Akademie der Wissenschaften, lI.) 
Vienna, 1899. 

Henderson, B. The Life and Principate of the Emperor Hadrian. London, 1923. 

Herewy (Harewy), Aboul Hassan Aly el. Indications sur les eux de Peélerinaze. 
Trans. Schefer, C. Archives de l’Orient Latin. Paris, 1881. 

Hergenrother, J. Photius, Patriarch von Constantinopel: Sein Leben, seine Schriften 
und das griechische Schisma. Vols. I-III Regensburg, 1867-69. Very important 
for the discussion of the separation of the churches up to 1054. Catholic point ot 
view. 

Hertzberg, G. F. Geschichte der Byzantiner und des Osmanischen reiches bis gegen 
ende des 16. Jahrhunderts. Berlin, 1883. Russian trans. Bezobrazov, P. V. Moscow, 


1896. 
Herzen, A. The Past and Thoughts. Venezia la Bella. Geneva, 1879. In Russian. 
Hesseling, D. Byzantium. Haarlem, 1902. French ed. Essas sur la civilization by- 
zantine. Paris, 1907. 
. “Een Konstitutioneel Keizershap,” Hermenuns, XI (1938-39), 89-93. 
. La Plus ancienne rédaction du poéme épique sur Digenis Akritas. (Mededee- 
lingen der Koninklijke Akademie van Wetenschappen, Afdeeling Letterkunde, 
Vol. LXIII, ser. A, no. 1.) Amsterdam, 1927. 
and Pernot, N. (Eds.) Poemés prodromiques en grec vulgare. Amsterdam. 


1910. 

Heyd, W. Histoire du commerce du Levant au moyen dge. Leipzig, 1885. Reprint. 
1936. 

Hierax, I. Xpovxov wept THs Tov Tovpxwv Bacrdreias. Ed. Sathas, K. (Brbliothecs 
Graeca Medii Aevt, Vol. 1, 256-57.) Venice, 1872. 

Hieronymi. Opera Omnia. Ed. Migne, J. P. (Patrologia Latina, Vols. XXII-XXX). 
Paris, 1845-46. 


Bibliography 761 


Higgins, M. J. “International Relations at the Close of the Sixth Century,” The 
Catholic Historical Review, XXVII (1941), 279-315. 

. The Persian War of the Emperor Maurice. 1. The Chronology, with a Brief 
History of the Persian Calendar. Washington, D. C., 1939. 

Hill, G. A. A History of Cyprus. 3 vols. Cambridge, 1948. 

Hime, H. W. L. The Origin of Artillery. London, 1915. 

Hirsch, F. Kaiser Constantin VII Porphyrogennetos. Berlin, 1873. Brief sketch on 
the basis of Rambaud’s work. 

Histoire de l'église depuis les origines jusqu’a nos jours. Ed. Fliche, A. and Martin, 
V. Vol. I. Paris, 1936. 

“Historia belli sacri (Tudebodus imitatus et continuatus),” Recueil des historiens 
des croisades. Ed. Bouquet, D. Vol. III. Paris, 1833. 2nd ed., Paris, 1879. 

Hitti, P. K. History of the Arabs. London, 1937. 3rd ed. 1951. sth ed. The Arabs. A 
Short History. Princeton, 1943. Very good. 

Hodgkin, T. Italy and Her Invaders, 376-744. Vol. 1. 2nd ed., 1892. 

Hodgson, F. C. The Early History of Venice from the Foundation to the Conquest 
of Constantinople, A.D. 1204. London, 1901. 

Hofer, F. Histotre de la chimte. Paris, 1842. 

Honn, K. Konstantin der Grosse. Leben einer Zettwende. Leipzig, 1940. 2nd ed., 
Leipzig, 1945. 

Hofler, K. R. von. Abhandlungen aus dem Gebiete der slavischen Geschichte. |. 
Die Walachen als Begrunder des zwetten bulgarischen Reiches der Asaniden, 
1186-1257. (Sitzungsberichte der philosophische-historische Klasse der Akademie 
der Wissenschaften, XCV, 229-49.) Vienna, 1879. 

Holmes, W. G. The Age of Justinian and Theodora. 2 vols. 2nd ed., London, 1912. 

Holtzmann, W. “Die Unionsverhandlungen zwischen Alexios I. und Papst Urban 
II. im Jahre 1089,” Byzantinische Zeitschrift, XXVIII (1928), 38-67. 

Homo, L. Essat sur le régne de l’empereur Aureliten. Paris, 1904. 

Honigmann, E. “La Liste originale des Péres de Nicée,” Byzantion, XIV (1939), 
17-76. 

. “The Original Lists of the Members of the Council of Nicaea, the Robber- 
Synod and the Council of Chalcedon,” Byzantion, XVI, 1 (1944), 20-80. 

Hopf, K. Geschichte Griechenlands vom Beginne des Mittelalters bis auf die neuere 
Zeit. Leipzig, 1867. (In Ersch and Gruber, Allgemeine Encyclopadie der Wis- 
senschaften und Kiinste, 85, 86.) 

Horma, K. “Das Hodiporikon des Konstantin Manasses,” Byzantinische Zett- 
schrift, XIII (1904), 313-55. 

Houedene, Roger de. Chronica. Ed. Stubbs, W. (Rerum Britannicarum Medi Aevi 
Seriptores, LI.) London, 1869. 

Houssaye, Henri. 7875. Vol. 1. La Premiére Restauration; le retour de l'isle d’Elbe; 
les cent jours. Paris, 1905. 

Huart, C. Histoire des Arabes. Paris, 1912. Useful. 

Huillard-Bréholles, J. Introduction a l'histoire diplomatique de l’empereur Frédéric 
II, Paris, 1858. 

. Vie et correspondance de Pierre de la Vigne ministre de l'empereur Frédéric 
IT, Paris, 1865. 

Hussey, J. “Michael Psellus,” Speculum, X (1935), 81-90. 

Hussey, J. M. “The Byzantine Empire in the Eleventh Century: Some Different 


762 Bibliography 
Interpretations,” Transactions of the Royal Historical Society, ser. 4, XXXII 
(1950), 71-85. 

. Church and Learning in the Byzantine Empire 867-1185. London, 193-. 
Important. 

Huttmann, M. A. The Establishment of Christianity and the Proscription of Pagan- 
ism. (Columbia University Studies in History, Economics and Public Law, LX. 
no. 2.) New York, 1914. Good bibliography. 

Illyinsky, G. “A Charter of Tsar John Asen II,” Transactions of the Russian .4r- 
chaeological Institute at Constantinople, VII (1901). In Russian. 

Imperatorum Basili Constantini et Leonis Prochiron. Ed. Zacharia von Lingentha.. 
Karl Eduard. Heidelberg, 1837. 

Innocent III. Epsstolae. Ed. Migne, J. P. (Patrologia Latina, CCXV-CCXVIIL.) 
Paris, 1855. 

Inostrantzev, K. Hunnu and Huns. Examination of the Theories of the Origin c; 
the People Hunnu of Chinese Annals, of the Origin of the European Huns, anu 
of the Mutual Relations of These Two Peoples. 2nd ed. Leningrad, 1926. In 
Russian. 

lorga, N. Byzance apres Byzance. Bucharest, 1935. 

. Choses d’Orient et de Roumanie. Bucharest and Paris, 1924. 

. “Deux siécles d’histoire de Venise,” Revue historique du sud-est européen 1X 

(1932), I-59. 

. Geschichte des Osmanischen Reiches. Vol. 11. Gotha, 1909. 

——. Histoire de la vie byzantine. Empire et civilization. 3 vols. Bucharest. 
1934. 

. “Latins et Grecs d’Orient et l’établissement des Turcs en Europe (1342- 

1362),” Byzantinische Zeitschrift, XV (1906), 179-222. 

. Notes et extraits pour servir a l'histoire des croisades au XV° siécle. Bucha- 

rest, 1915. 

. “Les Origines de l'iconoclasme,” Bulletin de la section historique de I Acadé- 

mie roumaine, XI (1924), 143-55. 

. (Ed.) “Origines et prise de Constantinople,” Bulletin de la section historique 

de l’ Académie roumaine, XIII (1927), 88-128. 

. “Ramon Muntaner et l’empire byzantin,” Revue historique du sud-est euro- 

péen, IV (1927), 325-55. 

. “Une ville ‘romane’ devenue slave: Raguse,” Bulletin de la section historique 
de l’ Académie roumaine, XVIII (1931), 32-100. 

Isambert, F. A. Histoire de Justinien. 2 vols. Paris, 1856. Out of date. 

Isidori, Hispalensis Episcopi. Chronica Majora. Ed. Migne, J. P. (Patrologia Latina. 
LXXXIII.) Paris, 1850. Ed Mommsen, T. (Monumenta Historiae Germanica. 
Auctorum Antiquissima, X1. Chronica Minora, II.) Berlin, 1894. 

. Opera Omnia. Ed. Migne, J. P. (Patrologia Latina, LXXXI-LXXXIV). 
Paris, 1850. 

Istrin, V. M. The Chronicle of George Hamartolus in its Old Sloveno-Russtan 
Version. 3 vols. Petrograd, 1920-30. In Russian. 

Ites, M. “Zur Bewertung des Agathias,” Byzantinische Zeitschrift, XXVI (1920). 
273-85. 

Ivanov, J. “The Origin of the Family of the Tsar Samuel,” Essays in Honour of 
V.N. Zlatarsky. Sofia, 1925. In Bulgarian. 


Bibliography 763 


Jahns, Max. Handbuch einer Geschichte des Kriegswesens von der Urzeit bis zur 
Renaissance. Leipzig, 1880. 

Jaffé, P. Regesta Pontificum Romanorum. Leipzig, 1885. 

Jager, M. Histoire de Photius. 2nd ed., Paris, 1845. 

Janin, R. Constantinople Byzantine. Développement urbain et répertoire topogra- 
phique. Paris, 1950. (Institut Frangais d'Etudes byzantines.) 

. “Nicée. Etude historique et topographique,” Echos d’Orient, XXIV (1925), 

82-90. 

: Les Sanctuaires de Byzance sous la domination latine,” Etudes byzantines, 
Il (1945), 134-84. . . 

Jean Catholicos. Histoire d’Arménie. Trans. Saint-Martin, A. J. Paris, 1841. 

Jeanselme, E. and Oeconomos, L. Les Oeuvres d’assistance et les hopitaux byzantins 
au siecle des Comnénes. Anvers, 1921. 

and Oeconomos, L. “La Satire contre les Higouménes,” Byzantion, I (1924), 

317-39. 

. “Sur un aide-mémoire de thérapeutique byzantine contenu dans un manu- 
scrit de la Bibliothéque Nationale de Paris (Supplément grec, 764): traduction, 
notes et commentaire,” Mélanges Diehl: Etudes sur l'histoire et sur art de By- 
zance, Vol. I. Paris, 1930. 

Jeffrey, A. “Ghevond’s Text of the Correspondence between Umar II and Leo 
Ill,” The Harvard Theological Review, XXXVII (1944), 269-332. 

-Jerphanion, G. de. “Les Inscriptions cappadociennes et l’histoire de l’empire grec 
de Nicée,” Ortentalia Christiana Periodica (1935), 237-56. 

. Une Nouvelle Province de l'art byzantine. Les églises rupestres de Cappa- 

doce. Paris, 1925. ' 

Jirecek, C. “Albanien in der Vergangenheit,” Oesterreichische Monatsschrift fur 
den Orient, No. 1-2 (1914). Reprinted in Illyrisch-albanische Forschungen. Ed. 
Thalloczy, L. von. Munich and Leipzig, 1916. 

. Geschichte der Bulgaren. Prague, 1876. Russian revised ed. Bruun, F. and 

Palauzov, V. Odessa, 1878. Bulgarian trans. Zlatarsky, V. Sofia, 1929. 

. Geschichte der Serben. Vol. 1. Gotha, 1911. Vol. II, part 1. Gotha, 1918. 

Excellent work. | 

. “The Situation and Past of the City of Drat,” Transactions of the Geo- 

graphical Society of Serbia, 1 (1912), part 2. In Serbian. 

. Staat und Gesellschaft in mittelalterlichen Serbien. (Denkschriften der 

Wissenschaften in Wien, philosophische-historische Klasse, LV1.) Vienna, 1912. 

. “Die Wittwe und die Sohne des Despoten Esau von Epirus,” Byzantinisch- 
neugriechische Jahrbiicher, 1 (1920), 1-16. Geneological table, p. 6. 

John Anagnostes. De extremo Thessalonicensi excidio. Ed. Bekker, I. (Corpus 
Scriptorum Historiae Byzantinae.) Bonn, 1838. 

John Cantacuzene. Historiae. Ed. Schopen, L. (Corpus Scriptorum Historiae By- 
zantinae.) Bonn, 1828-32. 

John of Cyprus. Palamiticarum transgressionum liber. Ed. Migne, J. P. (Patrologia 
Graeca, CLII, cols. 663~738.) Paris, 1865. 

John Damascene, Saint. Barlaam and Joasaph. English trans. Woodward, G. R. 
and Mattingly, H. London and New York, 1914. : 

John of Ephesus. Ecclesiastical History. English trans. Payne-Smith, R. Oxford, 
1860. Latin trans. Brooks, E. W. Louvain, 1936. 


764 Bibliography 


. Lives of the Eastern Saints. Syriac text and English trans. Brooks, E. W. 
Patrologia Ortentalis, XVIII (1924). Latin trans. van Douwen, W. J. and Lan. 
J. P. N. Amsterdam, 1889. 

John the Lydian. De magistratibus. Ed. Bekker, I. (Corpus Seriptorum Historzae 
Byzantinae.) Bonn, 1837. Ed. Wuensch, R. (Bibliotheca Scriptorum Graecorur: 
et Romanorum Teubneriana.) Leipzig, 1903. 

Jones, A. H. M. Constantine and the Conversion of Europe. London, 1948. “Constan- 
tine hardly deserves the title of Great.” No Russian publications used. 

Joranson, E. “The Alleged Frankish Protectorate in Palestine,” The Amencan 
Historical Review, XXXII (1927), 241-61. 

. “The Great German Pilgrimage of 1064-1065,” The Crusades and Otker 

Historical Essays Presented to Dana C. Munro by His Former Students. New 

York, 1928. Excellent article with a full bibliography. 

. “The Problem of the Spurious Letter of Emperor Alexis to the Count «: 
Flanders,” American Historical Review, LV, 4 (1950), 811-32. 

Jordan, E. Les Origines de la domination angevine en Italie. Paris, 1909. 

. Les Registres de Clément IV (1265-1268). Paris, 1893. 

Jordanis. Getica. Ed. Mommsen, T. (Monumenta Germaniae Historica. Auctores 
antiquissimt, V, 1.) 1882. 

Joshua, the Stylite. The Chronicle of Joshua the Stylite. Trans. Wright, W. Cam- 
bridge, 1882. 

Jugie, M. “Démeétrius Cydonés et la théologie latine 4 Byzance au XIV* et XV“ 
siécles,’ Echos d’Orient, XXXI (1928). 

. “Georges Scholarios, professeur de philosophie,” Studi bizantini e neoellenia, 


V (1939), 482-94. a . | 
. “Michael Psellus,” Dictionnaire de théologie catholique, XIII (1936). 


1149-58. 

. “Palamas et controverse palamite,” Dictionnaire de théologie catholique. 

XI (1932), 1735-1818. 

. “Poésies rhythmiques de Nicéphore Calliste Xanthopoulos,” Byzantion, V 

(1929-30), 357-90. 

. Le Schisme byzantin. Apergu historique et doctrinal. Paris, 1941. 

———. “Le Schisme de Michel Cérulaire,” Echos d’Orient, XXXVI (1937), 440-73- 

. “Sur la Vie et les procédés littéraires de Symeon Métaphraste,” Echos d’ Orient, 
XXII (1923), 5-10. 

———. “La vie de S. Jean Damascéne,” Echos d’Orient, XXIII (1924), 137-61. 

“Le Voyage de l’Empereur Manuel Paléologue en Occident,” Echos 
d’Orient, XV (1912), 322-32. 

Julian the Apostate, Emperor. Juliant Opera. II. Epistolae. Ed. with English trans. 
Wright, W. C. 3 vols. London, 1913-23. 

. Quae supersunt. Ed. Hertlein, F. C. Leipzig, 1875-76. 

Justinian. Corpus juris civilis. Institutiones. Intro. and English trans. Abdy, J. T. 
and Walker, B. Cambridge, 1876. Justinian’s [nstitutiones were trans. into Rus- 
sian in 1859 and in 1888. Constitutiones. Ed. Zacharia von Lingenthal, K. E. 
Leipzig, 1884-91. Edicta. Ed. Zacharia von Lingenthal, K. E. Leipzig, 1S84-‘s. 
Digest of Justinian. Trans. Monro, C. H. Cambridge, 1904. Institutiones und 
Digesta. Ed. Krueger, P. and Mommsen, T. Berlin, 18®9. Codex. Ed. Krucyer. 
P. Berlin, 1892. Novellae. Ed. Kroll, G. Berlin, 1928. 


Bibliography 765 


Kadlec, C. “The Empire and Its Northern Neighbors,” The Cambridge Medieval 
History, IV (1923), 183-215. See also the very good bibliography for the problem 
of Byzantium and ancient Russia, pp. 819-21. 

Kaestner, T. De imperio Constantin: III. 641-68. Leipzig, 1907. Brief and accurate 
dissertation. 

Kahle, P. “Zur Geschichte des mittelalterlichen Alexandria,” Der Islam, XII (1922), 


29-83. 

Kalligas, P. Medérac Bulavrivys ioropias amo ris Tpwrns méxpt THs TehevTatas 
adwoews (1205-1453). Athens, 1894. 

Kalogeras. Mdpxos 6 Evyevixos kat Bnooapiwy 6 Kapéuvadts. Athens, 1893. 

Kampouroglou, D. Oi XadxoxovdvAat. Movoypadia. Athens, 1926. 

Kananos, Laskaris. Reseanteckningar fran nordiska landerna. Smarre Byzantinska 
skrifter. Ed. Lundstrém, V. Upsala and Leipzig, 1902. A Russian translation with 
commentary by Vasiliev, A. A. “Laskaris Kananos, Byzantine Traveler of the 
Fifteenth Century Through Northern Europe and to Iceland,” Essays Presented 
to V. P. Buzeskul. Kharkov, 1914. In Russian. 

Kantarowicz, E. Kaiser Friedrich der Zweite. Berlin, 1927. English trans. London, 
1931. 

. “The ‘King’s Advent’ and the Enigmatic Panels in the Doors of Santa 
Sabina,” The Art Bulletin, XXVI1 (1944), 207-31. 

Kap-Herr, H. von. Die Abenlandische Politik Kaiser Manuels. Strassburg, 1881. 
An accurate dissertation. 

Karabatek, J. Abenlandische Kiinstler zu Konstantinopel im XV. und XVI. 
Jahrhundert. (Denkschriften der philosophische-historischen Klasse der Akade- 
mie der Wissenschaften in Wien, LXII.) Vienna, 1918. 

Karapiperes, M. Nucngdpos Breupvdns, os radayayos kat 6udddxados. Jerusalem, 
1921. I have not seen this book. 

Karolidis, P.‘O avroxparwp Awyévns 6 ‘Pwpaves. Athens, 1906. In Modern Greek. 
Popular sketch of the reign of Romanus IV Diogenes. 

Kasso, L. Byzantine Law in Bessarabia. Moscow, 1907. In Russian. 

Kaufmann, C. M. Die Menasstadt. Leipzig, 1910. 

Khomiakov, A. S. “The Voice of a Greek in Defense of Byzantium,’ Works of 
A.S. Khomiakov. Vol. Ill. 4th ed., Moscow, 1914. In Russian. 

Khrysostomica. Studie ricerche intorno a S. Giovanni Crisnstomo a cura del Comi- 
tato per sl XV° centenario della sua morte (407-1907). Rome, 1908. 

Khvostov, M. History of the Commerce in Greco-Roman Egypt. Kazan, 1907. In 
Russian. 

Kidd, B. J. A History of the Church to A.D. 461. 3 vols. Oxford, 1922. 

Kingsley, C. Hypatia, or New Foes with an Old Face. 2 vols. Ed. and abridged 
Goddard, Mabel. New York, 1929. 

Kireyevsky, J. Works. Moscow, 1861. In Russian. 

Kleinclausz, A. L’Empire Carolingien: Ses origines et ses transformations. Paris, 
1902 | 


. “La Legende du protectorat de Charlemagne sur la Terre Sainte,” Syria, VII 
(1926), 211-33. 

Klimas, Petras. Ghillebert de Lannoy in Medieval Lithuania. New York, 1945. 

Kluchevsky, V.O. A History of Russia. 2nd ed., Moscow, 1906. In Russian. English 
trans. Hogarth, C. J. 5 vols. New York and London, 1911-31. 


766 Bibliography 


Knappen, M. M. “Robert II of Flanders in the First Crusade,” The Crusades anc 
Other Historical Essays Presented to Dana C. Munro by His Former Students. 
New York, 1928. 

Knecht, A. Die Religions-Politik Kaiser Justinians. Wurzburg, 1896. 

Knipfing, J. R. von. “Das Angebliche ‘Mailander Edikt’ v. J. 313 im Lichte der 
neueren Forschung,” Zeitschrift fir Kirchengeschichte, XL (1922), 206-18. 

Korting, G. Petrarca’s Leben und Werke. Leipzig, 1878. 

Kokovtzov, P. C. A Hebrew-Khazar Correspondence of the Tenth Century. Lenin- 
grad, 1932. In Russian. 

— . “A New Jewish Document on the Khazars and the Khazaro-Russo-Byzan- 
tine Relations in the Tenth Century,” Journal of the Ministry of Public Instruc- 
tion, XLVIII (1913), 150-72. A Russian trans. of the Jewish text with a briet 
commentary also written in Russian. 

. “A Note on the Judeo-Khazar Manuscripts at Cambridge and Oxford.” 
Comptes rendus de l’Académie des Sciences de !Union des Républiques Sott- 
étiques Socialistes (1926), 121-24. In Russian. 

Kondakov, N. P. An Archeological Journey Through Syria and Palestine. St. 
Petersburg, 1904. In Russian. 

. Histoire de Vart byzantin considéré principalement dans les miniatures. 

Paris, 1886. This was published originally in Odessa in Russian, 1876. 

. lconography of the Holy Virgin. Petrograd, 1915. In Russian. 

. Macedonia. An Archaeological Journey. St. Petersburg, 1909. In Rus- 

sian. 

. Sketches and Notes on the History of Mediaeval Art and Culture. Prague. 
1929. In Russian. Posthumous. 

“Konstantin der Grosse und seine Zeit,” Gesammelte Studien. Ed. Dolger, F. Frei- 
burg, 1913. 

Koprilu, M. F. Les Origines de l’'empire Ottoman. Paris, 1935. 

Koran. Trans. Palmer, E. H. Oxford, 1880. Trans. Sale, G. London and New York. 
1891. gth ed., Philadelphia and London, 1923. Trans. Rodwell, J. M. New York. 


1915. 

Korelin, M. The Earlier Italian Humanism and Its Historiography. Moscow, 1502. 
In Russian. 

Kornemann, E. Rémische Geschichte. Vol. Il. Stuttgart, 1939. 2nd ed. 1941. 

Kougéas, S. B. ‘O Kawrapeias “ApéOas Kai 16 €pyov avrov. Athens, 1913. 

Koukoules, Ph. “Aaoypaduxai eidjoes tapa r@ Beccadovicns Evorabio.” 
"Exrernpis ‘Eraipeias Buyavrivay Xrovddr, I (1924), 5-40. 

Kovalevsky, M. The Economic Growth of Europe. Moscow, 1903. In Russian. Ger- 
man trans. Kupperburg, M. Die 6konimische Entwicklung Europas. Berlin, 1911. 

Kratchkovsky, J. The Arab Culture in Spain. Moscow and Leningrad, 1937. In 
Russian. 

Kraus, R. Theodora. The Circus Empress. New York, 1938. Of no historical value. 

Kreller, H. “Lex Rhodia. Untersuchungen zur Quellengeschichte des romischen 
Seerechtes,” Zeitschrift fiir das Gesamte Handelsrecht und Konkursrecht, XXV 
(1921), 257-367. 

Kremer, A. Culturgeschichte des Orients. 2 vols. Vienna, 1875-77 

Kretschmayr, H. Geschichte von Venedig. Vol. I. Gotha, 1905. Important. 


Bibliography 767 


Krey, A. C. “A Neglected Passage in the Gesta and Its Bearing on the Literature 
of the First Crusade,” The Crusades and Other Historical Essays Presented to 
Dana C. Munro by His Former Students. New York, 1928. 

Krivoshein, V. “The Ascetic and Theological Doctrine of the Saint Gregorius 
Palamas,” Annales de l'Institut Kondakov, VIII (1936), 99-151. A very fine piece 
of work; ample bibliography. In Russian. A résumé in French, pp. 152-54. Ger- 
man trans. Wassilij, Monch. “Die asketische und theologische Lehre des Wh. 
Gregorius Palamas,” Das dstliche Christentum, VIII (1939). In English, in East- 
ern Churches Quarterly, III (1938), nos. 1-4. 

Krumbacher, K. Geschichte der byzantinischen Litteratur von Justinian bis zum 
ende des ostrémischen reiches (527-1453). Munich, 1891. 2nd ed., 1897. 

. Die Griechische Literatur des Mittelalters. Die Kultur des Gegenwart thre 

Entwicklung und thre Ziele. 3rd ed., Leipzig and Berlin, 1912. 

. Kasia. (Sitzungsberichte der philosophish-phililogischen und der histori- 

schen Klasse der bayerischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, III, 305-70.) Munich, 

1897. 

. Michael Glykas. (Sitzungsberichte der philosophish-philologischen und 
historischen Klasse der bayerischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, 1894.) Munich, 
1894. ‘ 

Krymsky, A. 4 History of Muhammedanism. Moscow, 1903-4. In Russian. 

Kuchuk-Ioannesov, C. “The Letter of Emperor John Tzimisces to the Armenian 
King Ashot III,” Vizantiysky Vremennik, X (1903), 93-101. In Russian. 

Kugéeas, S. “Notizbuch eines Beamten der Metropolis in Thessalonike aus dem 
Anfang des XV. Jahrhunderts,” Byzantinische Zeitschrift, XXIII (1914-19), 
143-63. See also Kougéas. 

Kugler, B. Geschichte der Kreuzzige. Berlin, 1880. 2nd ed., Berlin, 1891. 

. “Kaiser Alexius und Albert von Aachen,” Forschungen zur deutschen 

Geschichte, XXIII (1883). 

. Studien zur Geschichte des zweiten Kreuzzuges. Stuttgart, 1866. 

Kulakovsky, J. History of Byzantium. 3 vols. Kiev, 1910-15. 2nd ed., Vol. I. Kiev, 
1913. In Russian. | 

. [he Past of the Tauris. 2nd ed., Kiev, 1914. In Russian. 

Kulischer, J. Russische Wirtschaftsgeschichte. Jena, 1925. 

Kunik, A. On the Report of the Toparchus Gothicus. St. Petersburg, 1874. In Rus- 
sian. 

Kupperberg, M. Die Gkonimische Entwicklung Europas. Berlin, 1911. See Kova- 
levsky, M. 

Kurtz, E. Die Gedichte des Christophoros Mytilenaios. Leipzig, 1903. Russian 
trans. Shestakov, D. “Three Poets of the Byzantine Renaissance,” Transactions 
of the University of Kazan, LXXIII (1906). 

. “Georgios Bardanes, Metropolit von Kerkyra,” Byzantinische Zeitschrift, 
XV (1906), 603-13. 

Kyriakides, S. “O Avyévys ’Axpiras. Athens, 1926. 

Labbe, Ph. De byzantinae historiae scriptoribus ad omnes per orbem eruditos 
m@potpemriKov. Paris, 1648. 

Labourt, J. Le Christianisme dans l'empire perse sous la dynastie Sassanide. 2nd 


ed., Paris, 1904. 


768 Bibliography 


La Broquiére, B. de. Le Voyage d’outremer. Ed. Schefer, C. (Recueil de voyages 
et de documents pour servir a histoire de la géeographie, XII.) Paris, 1892. 

Lactantius. De mortibus persecutorum. Migne, P.L. VII. Corpus Ser. Eccles. Latin. 
27. 

Ladner, G. B. “Origin and Significance of the Byzantine Iconoclastic Controversy, 
Medieval Studies, 11 (1940), 127-49. 

Lamansky, V. I. The Slavs in Asia Minor, Africa and Spain. St. Petersburg, 1359. 
In Russian. 

Lammens, P. H. Etudes sur le regne du calife Omatyade Moawia I. Paris, 1905. 

. “La Mecque 4 la veille de l"hégire,” Mélanges de l'Université de Surnt- 

Joseph, 1X (1924), 97-439. 

. “Les Sanctuaires pré-islamiques dans |’Arabie Occidentale,” Mélanges de 
lUnwersité de Saint-Joseph, XI (1926). 

La Monte, John J. Feudal Monarchy in the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem 1100 to 
1291. Cambridge, Mass., 1932. 

. “To What Extent Was the Byzantine Empire the Suzerain of the Latin 
Crusading States?” Byzantion VII (1932), 253-64. 

Lampridius. Antonini Heliogabal: Vita. 

Lampros, Sp. “At etxdves Kwvorrarrivov tov Tadavoddyou,” Néos ‘EAAnvoprjpwr. 
III (1906), 229-42. 

. (Ed.) “Bessarion’s Encomium,” Néos ‘EAAnvopynpowr, XIII (1916), 146-44. 

Also published separately. 

. (Ed.) Collection de romans grecs en langue vulgaire et en vers. Paris, 13%. 

——. “Eixdves ‘Iwavvov H rot wadavoddyou,” Néos ‘EAAnvopyjpwr, IV (1907). 

. Empereurs byzantins. Catalogue illustré de la collection de portraits des 

empereurs de Byzance. Athens, 1911. 

‘Leo und Alexander als Mitkaiser von Byzance,” Byzantinische Zettschrift, 
IV (1895), 92-98. 

———. “Mazaris und seine Werke,” Byzantinische Zeitschrift, V (1896), 63-73. 

———. “Movedias xai Opjvor éxi rH addooe THs KwvortavrivovTd\ews,” Néos 
‘EAAnvopynper, V (1908), 190-269. 

——. “Néar eixdves Kwvoravrivov rod Ilakawoddyou,” Néos ‘EAAnvoprnpwr, 
IV (1907), 238-40; VI (1909) 399-408. 

—— . ““O Mapxiavos Kwdcfé 524,” Néos ‘EAAnvopryyjpor, VIII (1911). 

. “Tpets avéxdoror povmdiar eis THY Ud TOV Tovpxoy ddwow THs Becoa- 
Aovixns,” Néos ‘EAAnvoprjpor, V (1908), 369-91. 

Lane-Poole, Stanley. A History of Egypt in the Middle Ages. London, 1901. 

Langen, J. Johannes von Damaskus. Gotha, 1879. 

Lannoy, G. de. Oeuvres de Ghillebert de Lannoy, voyageur diplomate et moraliste. 
Ed. Potvin, C. Louvin, 1878. 

Laqeur, R. Eusebius als Historiker seiner Zeit. Berlin and Leipzig, 1929. 

Lascaris, Theodore Ducas. De naturalit communione. Ed. Migne, J. P. (Patrologis 
Graeca, CXL.) Paris, 1887. 

. Eptstulae CCXVII. Ed. Festa, N. (Publicazioni del R. Istituto di stud: 
superiori pratici e di perfezionamento. Sezione di filiosofia e lettere, no. 29.) Flor- 
ence, 1898. 

Laskin, G. Heraclius. The Byzantine State in the First Half of the Seventh Century. 
Kharkov, 1889. New sources. In Russian. 


Bibliography 769 


Lathoud, D. “La Consécration et la dédicace de Constantinople,” Echos d’Orient, 
XXIII (1924), 289-94. 

Latyshev, V. V. “Two Orations of Theodore Daphnopates with an introduction 
on his Life and his Literary Work and a Russian Translation,” Provoslavny 
Palestinsky Sbornik, LIX (1910). In Russian. 

Lauer, M. P. “Une Lettre inédite d’Henri Ier d’Angre, empereur de Constantinople, 
aux prélats italiens (1213°),” Mélanges offerts @ M. Gustav Schlumberger. Vol. 
I. Paris, 1924. 


Laurent, J. L’Arménie entre Byzance et l'Islam depuis la conquéte arabe jusqu’en 


886. (Bibliotheque des Ecoles Frangaises d’Athénes et de Rome, CXVII.) Paris, 

IgI9Q. 

: : Byzance et les Turcs Seljoucides dans l’ Aste occidentale jusqu’en 1081. (An- 

nales de l’Est publiées par la Faculté des Lettres de l'Université de Nancy, XXVU- 

XXVIII.) Paris, 1913-14. 

. “Byzance et l’origine du sultanat de Roum,” Mélanges Charles Diehl: 
Etudes sur l'histoire et l'art de Byzance. Paris, 1930. 

Laurent, V. “Charles Diehl, historien de Byzance,” Revue historique du sud-est 
européen, XXII (1945), 5-26. 

. “La Correspondance de Démétrius Cydonés, Echos d’Orient, XXX (1931), 

339-54: 

. “Deux nouveaux manuscrits de l’histoire byzantine de Georges Pachymére,” 

Byzantion, XI (1936), 43-57. 

. “La généalogie des premiers Paléologues,” Byzantion, VIII (1933), 125- 


249. 

———. “Gregoire X (1271-76) et le projet d’une ligue anti-turque,” Echos d’Orient, 
XXXVII (1938), 257-73. 

. “Manuel Paléologue et Démétrius Cydonés. Remarques sur leur corre- 

spondance,” Echos d’Orient, XXXVI (1937), 271-87; 474-87; XXXVII (1938), 

107-24. 

“Les Manuscrits de l’Histoire Byzantine de Georges Pachymére,” Byzan- 

tion, V (1929-30), 129-205. 

. “Michel de Thessalonica,” Dictionnaire de théologte et liturgie catholique, 
X, 2 (1928), 1719-20. 

The Laurentian and Ipatian Chronicles. In Complete Collection of Russian Annals 
(Polnoe Sobranie Russkihkh Letopisey). Vols. \-II. St. Petersburg, 1841 and ff. 
New ed. Laurentian Chronicle by Karsky, E. F. Leningrad, 1926. English trans. 
this chronicle by Cross, S. H. Cambridge, Mass., 1930. 

Lavisse, E. Histoire de France depuis les origines jusqu’a la révolution. Paris, 
1900-11. : 

and Rambaud, A. Histoire générale du IV° siécle 2 nos jour. Paris, 1893- 


1901. 

Lawson, F. H. “The Basilica,” The Law Quarterly Review, XLVI (1930), 486-501. 

Le Barbier, E. Saint Christodule et la réforme des couvents grecs au XI° siécle. 
2nd ed., Paris, 1863. 

Lebeau, Charles. Histoire du Bas-Empire. Ed. Saint-Martin, M. de and Brosset, M. 
21 vols. Paris, 1824-36. 

Lebedev, A. The Ecumenical Councils of the Sixth, Seventh and Eighth Centuries. 
3rd ed., St. Petersburg, 1904. In Russian. 


a 


770 Bibliography 


. The Epoch of Christian Persecutions. 3rd ed., St. Petersburg, 1904. In Rus 

sian. 

. Historical Essays on the Situation of the Byzantine-Eastern Church from 

the End of the Eleventh Century to the Middle of the Fifteenth Century. 20¢ 

ed., Moscow, 1902. In Russian. 

. A History of the Greek-Eastern Church under the Sway of the Turks. 2nd 

ed., St. Petersburg, 1904. In Russian. Very useful. 

. History of the Separation of the Churches in the Ninth, Tenth and Elevent: 
Centuries. 2nd ed., Moscow, 1905. In Russian. 

Lebedev, N. S. “Vasilievsky and the Importance of His Work,” Istoricesky Journul, 
Leningrad (1944). In Russian. 

Lebon, J. Le monophysisme sévérien. Etude historique, littéraire et théoloz gique 
sur la résistance monophysite au Concile de Chalcédonien jusqu a la constitution 
de l'église jacobite. Louvain, 1909. Very important. 

Leclercq, H. L’ Afrique chrétienne. Paris, 1904. 

. “Constantin,” Dictionnaire d’archéologie chrétienne et de liturgie, Il. 2 

(1914), cols. 2622-95. 

. “Constantine Porphyrogenété et le livre des cérémonies de la cour de Bv- 

zance,” Dictionnaire d'archéologie chrétienne et de liturgie, III, 2 (1914), cols. 

2695-271 3. 

“Culte et querelle des images,” Dictionnaire d’archéologie chrétienne et 

de liturgte, VII, 1 (1926), cols. 180-302. Excellent bibliography. 

“Julien l’Apostat,” Dictionnaire d’archéologie chrétienne et de liturgie. 

VIII, 1 (1928), cols. 305-99. Good bibliography. 

“Justinien,” Dictionnaire d’archéologie chrétienne et de liturgie, VIII. 1 

(1928), cols. 507-604. Very good bibliography. 

. “Kosmas Indicopleustes,” Dictionnaire d’archéologie chrétienne et de litur- 
gie, VIII, 1 (1928), cols. 819-49. 

Lefebvre, G. Recueil des inscriptions grecques chrétiénnes d’Egypte. Cairo, 1907. 

Lefort, L. T. “La Littérature égyptienne aux derniers siécles avant invasion arabe.” 
Chronique d’Egypte, V1 (1931), 315-23. 

Legrand, E. Bibliotheque grecque vulgaire. Paris, 1880. 

Leib, Bernard. “Les Idées et les faits a Byzance au XI®* si¢cle. Apercus d'histoire 
religieuse d’aprés un témoin, Anne Comnene,” Orientalia Christiana Periodica. 
I (1935), 164-203. This study in an enlarged form has been published as a 
general introduction to Leib’s edition of the Alextad (vol. I, [ Paris, 1937]. pp. 
ix-clxxxi). Interesting. 

. Rome, Kiev et Byzance ala fin du XI° stécle. Paris, 1924. 

Lemerle, P. PAilippe et la Macédoine Ortentale a l’époque chrétienne et byzantine. 
Recherches d'histoire et d'archéologie. Paris, 1945. 

. Histoire de Byzance. Paris, 1948. 

Leo the Deacon. Historiae. Ed. Hasius, C. B. (Corpus Scriptorum Hstoriae By- 
zantinae.) Bonn, 1828. 

Leo the Grammarian. Chronographia. Ed. Bekker, I. (Corpus Scriptorum H::- 
toriae Byzantinae.) Bonn, 1842. 

Leonhardt, W. Der Kreuzzugsplan Kaiser Heinrichs VI. Borna and Leipzig, 1913. 

Leroy-Mohinghen, A. “Prolégoménes a une édition critique des Lettres Theophy- 
lacte de Bulgarie,” Byzantion, XIII (1938), 253-62. 


Bibliography 771 


Le Strange, G. Bagdad during the Abbasid Caliphate. Oxford, 1900. 

Levchenko, M. V. History of Byzantium. Moscow and Leningrad, 1940. In Russian. 
Bulgarian trans. Sofia, 1948. French trans. Paris, 1949. 

Lewis, A. R. Naval Power and Trade in the Mediterranean A.D. 500-1100. Prince- 
ton, 1951. 

Libanii. Oratio. Ed. Forster, R. (Bibliotheca Scriptorum Graecorum et Romanorum 
Teubneriana.) 7 vols. Leipzig, 1903-13. 

Liber jurtum retpublicae Genuensis. Ed. Riccotius, H. (Monumenta Historiae 
Patriae, 1X.), Turin, 1857. 

Liber Pontificalis. Ed. Duchesne, L. 2 vols. Paris, 1884-92. 

‘ Lipshitz, E. “The Byzantine Peasantry and Slavonic Colonization (particularly 
upon the data of the Rural Code),” Vizantiysky Sbornik, 1945. In Russian. 

Liudprandi. Legatio. Ed. Becker, J. 3rd ed. 1915. 

Le Livre du préfet ou l’édit de l'empereur Léon le Sage sur les corporations de 
Constantinople. Ed. Nicole, J. Geneva, 1893. Greek text and Latin trans. French 
trans. Nicole, J. Geneva and Basel, 1894. English trans. Boak, A. E. R. The 
Journal of Economic and Business History, 1 (1929), 600-19. English trans. 
Freshfeld, E. H. Roman Law in the Later Roman Empire. Byzantine Guilds 
Professional and Commercial Ordinances of Leo VI c. 895 from the Book of the 
Eparch. Cambridge, 1938. From Nicole’s edition the Greek text was reprinted 
in Zepos, J. and R. Jus Graeco Romanum, II (1931), 371-02. 

Loenertz, R. “Démétrius Cydonés, citoyen de Venise,” Echos d’Orient, XXXVII 
(1938), 125-26. 

. “Manuel Paléologue et Démétrius Cydonés,” Echos d’Orient, XXXVI 

(1937), 271-87; 476-87; XXXVII (1938), 107-24. 

. “Pour l’histoire du Péloponnése au XIV® siécle (1382-1404),” Etudes by- 
zantines, I (1944). 

Loewe, H. M. “The Seljiiqs,” The Cambridge Medieval History, IV (1923), 299- 
317, 836. 

Logopatis, S. N. Teppavos 6 B, warpidpxyns Kwvoravrivovréd\ews-Nixaias (1222- 
40). Bios, ovyypdpupara Kai 6dacKania avrov, Athens, 1919. 

Lombard, A. Etudes d’histoire byzantine: Constantin V, empereur des Romains 
(740-75). Paris, 1902. 

Longnon, J. L’Empire Latin de Constantinople et la Princitpauté de Morée. Paris, 
1949 


. Livre de la conqueste de la Princée de l’ Amorée. Chronique de Moree. Paris, 
IQII. 

Loofs, F. Leontius von Byzanz. Leipzig, 1887. 

Loparev, C. “Concerning the Unitarian Tendencies of Manuel Comnenus,” V:- 
zantiysky Vremennik, XIV (1907), 334-57. 

. “Hagiography of the Eighth and Ninth Centuries as a Source of Byzantine 

History,” Revue byzantine, I] (1916), 167-76. In Russian. 

. “On the Byzantine Humanist Constantine Stilbes (of the Twelfth Cen- 
tury) and His Works,” Vizantiyskoe Obozrenie, III (1917), 57-88. In Russian. 
Lopez, R. Genova Marinara nel duecento. Benedetto Zaccaria, ammuraglio e 

mercante. Messina and Milan, 1933. 
. “Mohammed and Charlemagne: A Revision,” Speculum, XVIII (1943), 


14-38. 


772 Bibliography 


Lopez, R. S. “Byzantine Law in the Seventh Century and Its Reception by the 
Germans and the Arabs,” Byzantion, XVI, 2 (1944), 445-61. 

. “Le Probleme des relations Anglo-byzantines du septi¢me au dixieme 

siécle,” Byzantion, XVIII (1948), 139-62. 

. “Silk Industry in the Byzantine Empire,” Speculum, XX (1945), 1-42. 

Lot, F. La Fin du monde antique et le début du moyen age. Paris, 1927. Importan:. 

Luchaire, A. Innocent Ill: La Question d’Orient. Paris, 1907. Interesting book 
which covers the period up to 1216. No reference to sources. 

Luke, H. C. “Visitors from the East to the Plantagenet and Lancastrian Kings,” 
Nineteenth Century, CVIII (1930), 760-69. 

Lumbroso, G. Memorte italiane del buon antico. Turin, 1889. 

Lupton, J. H. St. John of Damascus. London, 1882. 

Maas, P. “Die Chronologie der Hymnen des Romanos,” Byzantinische Zeitschrift, 
XV (1906), 1-44. 

———. “Das Hodoiporikon des Konstantin Manasses,” Byzantinische Zeitschrift, 
XIII (1904), 313-55. 

. “Die ikonoclastiche Episode im Briefe des Epiphanios an Johannes,” Byzan- 

tinische Zeitschrift, XXX (1929-30), 279-86. 

. “Metrische Akklamationen der Byzantiner,” Byzantinische Zeitschrift, 
XXI (1912), 28-51. 

———. “Die Musen des Kaisers Alexios I,” Byzantinische Zeitschrift, XXII (1913). 
348-69. 

. “Rhytmisches zu der Kunstprosa des Konstantinos Manasses,” Byzantini- 
sche Zeitschrift, XI (1902), 505-12. 

Macartney, C. A. “The Greek Sources for the History of the Turcs in the Sixth 
Century,” Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African Studies, X1 (1944). 
226-75. 

McCabe, J. The Empresses of Constantinople. Boston, n.d. 

McPherson, Florence. “Historical Notes on Certain Modern Greek Folk Songs.” 
Journal of Hellenic Studies, X (1889), 86-89. 

Macri, C. M. L’Organization de l'économie urbaine dans Byzance sous la dynastre 
de Macédoine, 867-1057. Paris, 1925. No new findings. 

Madler, H. Theodora, Michael Stratiotikos, Isaak Komnenos. Ein Stich byzan- 
tinischer Katsergeschichte. Plauen, 1894. Summary with the indication of sources 
and general sketches of the reigns of Theodora, Michael Stratioticus, and Isaac 
Comnenus. 

Maikov, A. “On Land Property in old Serbia,” Chteniya of the Society of Russian 
History and Antiquities, I (1860). In Russian. 

Makushev, V. Historical Studies on the Slavs in Albania in the Middle Ages. War- 
saw, 1871. In Russian. 

. The Italian Archives and Material on the History of the Slavs Preserved in 
Them. (Addition to the Transactions of the Academy of Sciences, XUX, no. 3.) 
St. Petersburg, 1871. In Russian. 

Malafosse, J. de. Les Lots agratres a2 l’époque Byzantine. Tradition et Exégéie. 
(Recueil de l’ Académie de Législation, X1X.) Toulouse, 1949. 

Malalas, John. Chronicle. Books 8-18. Trans. from Church Slavonic by Spinka, M. 
and Downey, G. Chicago, 1940. 


Bibliography 773 


Malinin, V. The Old Monk of the Monastery of Eleazar, Philotheus and His Works. 
Kiev, 1901. In Russian. 

Manasses, Constantine. Breviarium historiae metricum. Ed. Bekker, I. (Corpus 
Scriptorum Historiae Byzantinae.) Bonn, 1837. 

Manfroni, C. “Le relazioni fra Genova Il’ Impero Bizantino e i Turchi,” Att della 
Societa Ligure di Storia Patria, XXVIII (1896), 575-858. 

Mann, H. K. The Lives of the Popes in the Early Middle Ages. 2nd ed., London, 
1925. 

Mancjlovié Gauro. “Memoirs,” Compte-rendu du deuxtéme congreés international 
des études byzantines, Belgrade, 1927. Belgrade, 1929. 

. “Le Peuple de Constantinople,” Byzantion, XI (1936), 617-716. 

. “Studije o spisu ‘De administrando imperio’ cara Konstantina VII Porfiro- 
genita,” Publications of the Academy of Zagreb, CLXXXII (1910-11), 1-65; 
CLXXXVI (1910-11), 35-103; 104-84; CLXXXVII (1910-11), 1-132. 

Mansi, Joannes Dominicus. (Ed.) Sacrorum Consiliorum Nova et Amplissima 
Collectio. 31 vols. Florence and Venice, 1758-98. 

Manuel Palaeologus. Oratio funebris. Ed. Migne, J. P. (Patrologia Graeca, CLV], 
cols. 181-308.) Paris, 1866. See also Palaeologus, Manuel. 

Marcellini, Comitis. Chronicon, ad annum 517. Ed. Mommsen, T. (Monumenta 
Germaniae Historica. Auctorum Antiquissimorum, X1. Chronica Minora, II.) 
Berlin, 1894. 

Marcellinus, Ammianus. Res Gestae. Ed. Rolfe, J. I-III (1935-39). 

Marin, E. Saint Théodore, 759-826. Paris, 1906. 

Marinescu, C. “Manuel II Paléologue et les rois d’Aragon. Commentaire sur quatre 
lettres inédites en latin, expediées par la chancellerie byzantine,” Bulletin de la 
section historique de l Académie roumaine, XI (1924), 192-206. 

. “Tentatives de mariage de deux fils d’Andronic II Paléologue avec des 
princesses latines,” Revue historique du sud-est européen, I (1924), 139-40. 

Marquart, J. Osteuropdtsche und ostasiaische Streifzuge. Leipzig, 1903. 

Marr, N. “The Caucasian Cultural World and Armenia,” Journal of the Ministry 
of Public Instruction, LVII (1915). 

. “John Petritzi, Iberian (Gruzinian) Neoplatonic of the Eleventh-Twelfth 
Century,” Accounts of the Oriental Section of the Russian Archeological Society, 
XIX (1909). In Russian. 

Marténe, E. and Durand, U. Thesaurus novus anecdotorum. Paris, 1717. 

Martin, E. J. A History of the Iconoclastic Controversy. London, 1930. Important. 

Martin, Pope. Epistolae. Ed. Migne, J. P. (Patrologia Latina, LXXXVII.) Paris, 
1851. 

Marzemin, G. “II Libro del Prefetto. Sistema corporativo romano di Costantinopoli 
e di Venezia,” Atti del Reale Istituto Veneto di scienze, lettere ed arti, XCIV 
(1934-35), 381-406. 

Masefield, John. Basilissa, A Tale of the Empress Theodora. New York, 1940. 

Mas Latrie, M. L. de. Histoire de Vile de Chypre sous le régne des princes de la 
maison de Lusignan. 3 vols. Paris, 1852-61. 

Maspero, J. “Un dernier Poéte grec d’Egypte: Dioscore, fils d’Apollés,” Revue des 
études grecques, XXIV (1911), 426-81. 

. Histoire des patriarches d’ Alexandrie. Paris, 1923. 


774 Bibliography 


. Organization militaire de lEgypte byzantine. Paris, 1912. 

Matranga, P. Anecdota Graeca. Rome, 1850. 

Mattern, J. “A Travers les villes mortes de Haute-Syrie,” Mélanges de [TU niversze 
Saint-Joseph, XVII, 1 (1933). 2nd ed., Villes mortes de Haute-Syne. Beirut, 194+ 

Matthew of Paris. Chronica Majora. Ed. Luard, H. R. 7 vols. (Rerum Britanni- 
carum Mediu Aeu Scriptores, LVI.) London, 1880. 

. Historia Anglorum. Ed. Madden, F. 3 vols. (Rerum Britannicarum Mean 
Aeui Scriptores, XLIV.) London, 1866-69. 

Maurice, J. Constantin le Grand: L’Origine de la civilization chrétienne. Pans. 
1925. 

. Numismatique constantinienne. Paris, 1908-12. Vols. I-II] are very im- 

portant. 

. Les Origines de Constantinople. (Centenaire de la Société Nationale de: 
Antiquaires de France.) Paris, 1904. 

Mednikov, N. Palestine from its Conquest by the Arabs to the Crusades, basec 
upon Arabic Sources. Vols. 1-1V. St. Petersburg, 1897-1902. A Russian translaucn 
of Arabic sources, with notes and citations of special monographs. 

Medovikov, P. The Latin Emperors in Constantinople and Their Relations to the 
Independent Greek Rulers and to the Local Population in General. Moscow. 
1849. In Russian. Out of date. 

Meliades, G. BéAPavdpos cai Xpvodvrla, MvOordpnpa XII aiavos. Athens, 1925. 

Meliarakes, A. ‘Ioropia tot Baotdeiov rHs Nixaias xat rov Aeororarov 775 
"Haretpov (1204-61). Athens, 1898. An important book which emphasizes the his- 
tory of Nicaea and Epirus. 

Menander. Excerpta ex historia. Ed. Niebuhr, B. G. (Corpus Scriptorum H1storise 
Byzantinae.) Bonn, 1829. 

Mercati, S. G. “Per l’epistolario di Demetrio Cidone,” Stud: bizantini e neoellenia. 
III (1930), 201-30. 

. “Poesie de Teofilatto de Bulgaria,” Studi bizantini e neoellenici, | (1924). 
173-94: 

Mercier, E. Histoire de l'Afrique septentrionale. Paris, 1888. 

Merejkowski, D. Christ and Antichrist. 1. The Death of the Gods: Julian the 
Apostate. Trans. Trench, H. New York, 1929. A novel. Interesting reading. 

Meyer, L. S. Jean Chrysostome, maitre de perfection chrétienne. Paris, 1933. 

Meyer, P. Die Haupturkunden fur die Geschichte der Athoskléster. Leipzig, 194. 

. “Les premiéres compilations frangaises d’histoire ancienne,” Romania. 
XIV (1885), 1-81. 

Michael Acominatos (Choniates). Works. Ed. Lampros, S. Athens, 1879. 

Michael Attaliates. Historia. Ed. Bekker, I. (Corpus Scriptorum Historiae By- 
zantinae.) Bonn, 1853. 

Michel, A. Humbert und Kerullarios. Studien. Vols. I-I]. Paderborn, 1925-30. 

Mickwitz, G. Die Kartellfunktionen der Zunfte. Helsingfors, 1936. 

. “Die Organizationsformen zweier byzantinischer Gewerbe im X. Jahr- 

hundert,” Byzantinische Zeitschrift, XXXVI (1936), 63-76. Important. 

. Review: Christophilopoulos, To ézapyxexov BiBdtov A€ovros tov odor, 
Byzantinisch-neugriechische Jahrbucher, X11 (1936), 368-74. 

Miklosich, F. and Miller, J. Acta et diplomata graeca medi aevi. 6 vols., Vienna, 


1860-90. 


Bibliography 775 


Miller, E. Mélanges de philologie et d’épigraphie. Paris, 1876. 

Miller, M. “Poéme allégorique de Méliténiote, publié d’aprés un manuscrit de la 
Bibliothéque Impériale,” Notices et extratts des manuscrits de la Bibliotheque 
Nationale, X1X, 2 (1858), 11-138. 

Miller, W. The Catalans at Athens. Rome, 1907. 

. “The Emperor of Nicaea and the Recovery of Constantinople,” The Cam- 

bridge Medieval History, 1V (1923), 478-516. 

. Essays on the Latin Orient. Cambridge, 1921. Articles and monographs of 

the author published between 1897 and 1921, revised and brought up to date. 

A very useful book. 

. “The Finlay Library,” The Annual of the British School at Athens, XXV1 

(1923-25), 46-66. 

. “The Finlay Papers, George Finlay as a Journalist and the Journals of 

Finlay and Jarvis,” The English Historical Review, XXXIX (1924), 386-08, 

552-57; XLI (1926), 514-25. . 

. “The Historians Doukas and Phrantzes,” Journal of Hellenic Studies, 

XLVI (1926), 63-71. 

. “The Last Athenian Historian: Laonikos Chalkokondyles,” Journal of 

Hellenic Studies, XLII (1922), 36-49. 

. The Latins in the Levant. A History of Frankish Greece (1204-1566). Lon- 
don, 1908. The best general work on the Frankish sway in Greece and in the 
islands. 

Millet, G. L’ancient Art serbe. Les Eglises. Paris, 1919. 

. Recherches sur liconographie de 'Evangile. Paris, 1916. 

. “La Renaissance byzantine,” Compte-rendu du deuxiéme congreés inter- 
national des études byzantines, Belgrade, 1927. Belgrade, 1929. 

Minorsky, V. “Roman and Byzantine Campaigns in Atropatene,” Bulletin of the 
School of Oriental and African Studies, University of London, XI, 2 (1944). 

Mioni, E. Romano it Melode. Saggio eritico e dieci inni ineditt. Turin, 1937. 

Muracula S. Wulframnt. Ed. Mabillon, D. T. (Acta Sanctorum ordina S. Benedicti 
in saeculorum classes distributa, Ill.) Paris, 1668-1701. 

Misch, G. “Die Schriftsteller-Autobiographie und Bildungsgeschichte eines Patri- 
archen von Konstantinopel aus dem XIII. Jahrhundert. Eine Studie zum by- 
zantinischen Humanismus,” Zeitschrift fur Geschichte der Erziehung und des 
Unterrichts, XXI (1931), 1-16. 

Mitchison, Naomi. “Anna Comnena,” Representative Women. London, 1928. 

Mitrofanov, P. “The Change in the Direction of the Fourth Crusade,” Vizantiysky 
Vremennik, IV (1897), 461-523. In Russian. 

Mohler, L. Kardinal Bessarion als Theologe, Humanist und Staatsmann. (Quellen 
und Forschungen, herausgegeben von der Gorres-Gesellschaft, XX.) Paderborn, 
1923. 

Monnier, H. “Etudes du droit byzantine,” Nouvelle revue historique de droit, XVI 
(1892), 497-542, 637-72. 

Monnier, Ph. Le Quattrocento. Essai sur l'histoire littéraire du XV° siecle italien. 
Paris, 1912. 

Montelatici, G. Storia della letteratura bizantina (324-1453). Milan, 1916. 

Montesquieu, Ch. Louis, Baron de. Considérations sur les causes de la grandeur 


des Romains et de leur décadence. Trans. Baker, J. New York, 1882. 


776 Bibliography 


Monumenta Germaniae Historica. Epistolarum. WI-IV. Eptstolae Merowingici et 
Karolini aevi. Ed. Diimmler, E. Berlin, 1892-95. 

Moravcsik, G. Byzantinoturcica. 2 vols. Budapest, 1942-43. 

. “L’Edition critique du ‘De administrando imperio,'” Byzantion, XIV 

(1939), 353-60. | 

. “Zur Geschichte der Onoguren,” Ungarische Jahrbucher, X (1930), 68-60. 

. “Zur Quellenfrage der Helenaepisode in Goethes Faust,” Byzantinisch- 
neugriechische Jahrbucher, VIII (1931), 41-56. 

Mordtmann, J. H. “Die erste Eroberung von Athen durch die Turken zu Ende des 
14 Jahrhunderts,” Byzantinisch-neugriechische Jahrbiicher, TV (1923), 346-50. 
Morey, C. R. East Christian Paintings in the Freer Collection. (University of Michv- 

gan Studies, Humanities Series, X11.) New York, 1914. 

. The Mosaics of Antioch. New York, 1932. 

Moshin, V. A. “Again on the Newly Discovered Khazar Document,” Publications 
of the Russtan Archeological Soctety in the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats ane 
Slovenes (Jugoslavia), I (1927), 41-60. In Russian. 

Miller, A. Der Islam im Morgen- und Abendland. Vol. I-II. Berlin, 1885. 

Miller, C. Fragmenta historicorum graecorum. Paris, 1870. 

Miller, J. Documenti sulle relaztoni della citta toscane coll’ Oriente Cristiano ¢ 
cot Turchi. Florence, 1879. 

Munro, Dana C. “Did the Emperor Alexius I Ask for Aid at the Council of Pia- 
cenza, 1095?” The American Historical Review, XXVII (1922), 731-33. 

. “Speech of Pope Urban II at Clermont, 1095,” The American Historical 
Review, XI (1906), 231-42. 

Muntaner, Ramon. Chronica o descripcio fets e hazanyes dell inclyt rey Don Jaume. 
Ed. Buchon, J. A. in Chroniques étrangéres relatives aux expéditions pendant le 
XIII° siecle. Paris, 1840-60. Ed. Lanz, Karl. Chronik des edlen En Ramon Mun- 
taner. (Bibliothek des Litterarischen vereins in Stuttgart, VIII.) Stuttgart, 1844. 
Trans. Goodenough, Lady. The Chronicle of Muntaner. (Publications of the 
Hakluyt Society, L.) Oxford, 1921. 

Murnu, G. “L’Origine des Comnénes,” Bulletin de la section historique de 
l’ Académie roumaine, XI (1924), 212-16. 

Mutaftiev, P. Military Lands and Soldiers in Byzantium in the Thirteenth and 
Fourteenth Centuries. Sofia, 1923. In Bulgarian. 

. The Rulers of Prosek. Sofia, 1913. In Bulgarian. 

. Vojniski zemi i vojnici v Vizantija préz XIII-XIV v. Sofia, 1932. (Offprint 
from the Spisanije na Bulgaska Akademija, XXV11). In Bulgarian. 

Nasir-i-Khusrau. A Diary of a Journey Through Syria and Palestine. Trans. le 
Strange, Guy. (Palestine Pilgrim’s Text Society, 1V.) London, 1896. 

Negri, G. L’Imperatore Giuliano l’Apostata. 2nd ed., Milan, 1902. English trans. 
Litta-Visconti-Arese, Duchess. 2 vols. New York, 1905. 

Nersessian, Sirarpie der. Armenia and the Byzantine Empire. Cambridge, Mass.. 
I 


. “Remarks on the Date of the Menologium and the Psalter Written for 
Basil II,” Byzantion, XV (1940-41), 104-25. 

Nestor-Iskander. The Tale of Tsargrad. Ed. Leonides, Abbot. (Pamyatik: dreuney 
pismennosti, LXII, no. 43.) St. Petersburg, 1886. In Old Russian. For other slavic 
accounts see The Cambridge Medieval History, TV (1923), 888. Russian text ot 


Bibliography 777 


the Tale, from the edition of 1853, is reprinted by N. Iorga, “Origines et prise de 
Constantinople,” Bulletin de la section historique de l Académie roumaine, XIII 
(1927), 89-105. The question now arises whether the original text of this tale is 
not Greek and whether the Slavic account of it may belong, not to a Russian, 
but to a Serbian. See N. orga, “Une source négligée de la prise de Constanti- 
nople,” Bulletin de la section historique de l’'Académie roumaine, XIII (1927), 
65. B. Unbegaun, “Les relations vieu-russes de la prise de Constantinople,” Revue 
des études slaves, YX (1929), 13-38. On the Russian version of Iskander and on 
the Old Russian translation of the account of Aeneas Sylvius of the capture of 
Constantinople by the Turks. 

Neuhaus, L. Die Reichsverwesenschaft und Politik des Grafen Heinrich von An- 
jou, des zweiten Katsers im Lateinerreiche zu Byzanz. Leipzig, 1904. Has no 
importance. 

Neumann, C. “Byzantinische Kultur und Renaissancekultur,” Historische Zeit- 
schrift, XCI (1903), 215-32. This article was also published separately. Berlin 
and Stuttgart, 1903. 

. “Die byzantinische Marine,” Historische Zeitschrift, NS. XLV (1898), 

I-23. 

. Griechische Geschichtschreiber und Geschichtsquellen im zwélften ]ahr- 

hundert. Studien zu Anna Comnena, Theodor Prodromus, Johannes Cinnamus. 

Leipzig, 1888. 

. Die Weltstellung des Byzantinischen Reiches vor den Kreuzztigen. Leipzig, 
1894. French trans. “La Situation mondiale de l’empire byzantin avant les 
croisades.” Revue de l'orient Latin, X (1905), 37-171. Extremely interesting for 
the general conditions of the empire in the eleventh century. 

Nicetas Choniates. Historia. Ed. Bekker, 1. (Corpus Scriptorum Historiae Byzan- 
tinae.) Bonn, 1835. 

Nicholas Mysticus. Epistolae. Ed. Migne, J. P. (Patrologia Graeca, CXI.) Paris, 
1863. 

Nickles, H. G. “The Continuatio Theophanis,” Transactions of the American 
Philological Association, LXVIII (1937), 221-7. 

Niederle, L. Manuel de l'antiquité slave. 2 vols. Paris, 1923-26. 

Nikolsky, V. “The Union of Lyons. An Episode from Medieval Church History 
1261-1293,” Pravoslavnoe Obozrenie, XXIII (1867), 5-23, 116-44, 352-78; XXIV 
(1867), 11-33. Accurate but written strictly from the Greek-Orthodox point of 
view. 

Nikonovskaya letopis. The Complete Collection of Russtan Chronicles. Vols. 1X- 
XIII. St. Petersburg, 1762 ff. In Old Russian. 

Nikov, P. “Bulgarian diplomacy from the Beginning of the Thirteenth Century,” 
Bulgarian Historical Library, 1 (1928). In Bulgarian. 

. The Second Bulgarian Empire 1186-1936. Sofia, 1937. Popular sketch. In 

Bulgarian. 

. Studies in the Historical Sources of Bulgaria and in the History of the Bul- 

garian Church. (Reprint from the Transactions of the Bulgarian Academy of 

Sciences, XX.) Sofia, 1921. In Bulgarian. 

. Tartaro-Bulgarian Relations in the Middle Ages. Sofia, 1921. Text and Bul- 
garian translation. 

Noldeke, T. Aufsadtze zur persischen Geschichte. Leipzig, 1887. 


778 Bibliography 


——. Geschichte der Perser und Araber zur Zeit der Sasaniden. Leyden, 1874 

. “Ueber Mommsen’s Darstellung der romischen Herrschaft und romischer 
Politik im Orient,” Zeitschrift der deutschen morgenlandischen Gesellschaj:. 
XXXIX (1885). 

Nomiku, X. A. “To zp@ro ryapi rs Kwvoravrwourddews,” Emernpis ‘Eracpeias 
Buyavrivav Yrovdar, I (1924), 199-209. 

Norden, E. Einleitung in die Altertumswissenschaft. 2nd ed., Leipzig and Berlin. 
1914. 

Norden, W. Das Papsttum und Byzanz. Die Trennung der beiden Mdachte uns 
das Problem ihrer Wiedervereinigung bis zum Untergange des byzantinischen 
Reichs (1453). Berlin, 1903. This book contains much that is new and very im- 
portant on the Norman-Byzantine relations. 

. Der vierte Kreuzzug im Rahmem der Beziehungen des Abendlandes zu 
Byzanz. Berlin, 1898. 

“Nuova serie di documenti sulle relazioni di Genova coll’ Impero Bizantino,” ed. 
Sanguineti, A. and Bertolotto, G. Atti della Societa ligure di storia patria, XXVIII 
(1896-98), 351-60. 

O’Conner, John B. “John Damascene,” Catholic Encyclopedia, VIII (1910), 459- 
61. 

Oeconomos, L. “L’Etat intellectuel et moral des Byzantins vers le milieu du XIV‘ 
siécle d’aprés une page de Joseph Bryennios,” Mélanges Diehl: Etudes sur [his- 

..toire et sur l'art de Byzance. Paris. 1930. 

. La Vie religieuse dans l'empire byzantin au temps des Comnenes et de: 
Anges. Paris, 1918. Important. 

Olmstead, A. T. “Review: Spinka and Downey (eds.) The Chronicle of John 
Malalas,” Chicago Theological Seminary Register, XXXI, 4 (1942), 22-23. 

Oman, C. A History of the Art of War in the Middle Ages. 2nd ed. London, 192+. 

Omont, H. “Le Glossaire grec de Du Cange. Lettres d’Anisson 4 Du Cange relatives 
a l’impression du Glossaire (1682-1688),” Revue des études grecques, V (1892). 
212-49. 

Orderici Vitalis. Historia ecclestastica. Ed. Migne, J. P. (Patrologia Latina. 
CLXXXVIII, cols. 17-986.) Paris, 1855. 

Orosius, Paul. Historiae adversum paganos. VII. 

Oster, E. Anna Komnena. I-III. Rastatt, 1868-71. 

Ostrogorsky, G. “Agrarian Conditions in the Byzantine Empire in the Middle 
Ages,” The Cambridge Economic History, | (1941), 194-223. Important. 

. “The Athonian Hesychasts and their Opponents,” Transactions of the 

Russtan Scientific Institute in Belgrade, V (1931), 349-70. Very clear presentation. 

In Russian. 

. “A Byzantine Treatise on Taxation,” Recueil d'études dediées a la mémoire 

de N. P. Kondakov. Prague, 1926. In Russian. 

. “L’Expédition du prince Oleg contre Constantinople,” Annales de l'Institut 

Kondakov, XI (1940), 47-62. 

. Geschichte des byzantinischen Staates. Munich, 1940. 

. “Die landliche Steuergemeinde des byzantinischen Reiches im X. Jahr- 

hundert,” Vierteljahrschrift fiir Soztal- und Wirtschaftsgeschichte, XX (1927). 

. “Die Perioden der byzantinischen Geschichte,” Historische Zeitschrift, 

CLXIII (1941), 229-54. 


Bibliography 779 


. “Das Projekt einer Rangtabelle aus der Zeit des Caren Fedor Alekséevic,” 

Jahrbuch fir Kultur und Geschichte der Slaven, 1X (1933), 86-148. 

. “Relation Between the Church and the State in Byzantium,” Annales de 

Institut Kondakov, IV (1931), 121-23. In Russian. 

. “A Slavonic Version of the Chronicle of Symeon Logothete,” Annales de 

l'Institut Kondakov, V (1932), 17-36. In Russian. Important. 

. Studien zur Geschichte des byzantinischen Bilderstreites. Breslau, 1929. 

Important. 

. “Theophanes,” Real-Encyclopddie der Classischen Altertumswissenschaft. 

Ed. Pauly, A. F., Wissowa, G., and others. 2nd ser. X (1934), cols. 2127-32. 

. Uber die vermeintliche Reformtatigkeit der Isaurier,” Byzantinische Zeit- 

schrift, XXX (1929-30), 394-400. 

. “V. G. Vasilievsky as Byzantinologist and Creator of Modern Russian 

Byzantology,” Annales de l'Institut Kondakov, X1 (1940), 227-35. In Russian. 

. “Die wirtschaftlichen und sozialen Entwicklungs-grundlagen des byzantin- 
ischen Reiches,” Vierteljahrschrift fur Soztal- und Wirtschaftsgeschichte, XXII 
(1929). 

Otto of Freising. Gesta Friderci I. imperatoris. Ed. Waitz, G. (Scriptores Rerum 
Germanicarum in Usum Scholarum, XXXIII). 

Pachymeres, George. De Michaele Palaeologus and De Andronico Palaeologo. Ed. 
Bekker, I. (Corpus Scriptorum Historiae Byzantinae.) Bonn, 1835. 

Palaeologus, Manuel. Lettres de l’empereur Manuel Paléologue. Ed. Legrand, E. 
Paris, 1893. See also Manuel Palaeologus. 

Palaeologus, Michael. De vita sua opusculum. Greek text and Russian translation 
in Christianskoe Ctenie. St. Petersburg, 1885, II. French trans. in Chapman, C. 
Michel Paléologue, restaurateur de l’Empire Byzantin (1261-1282). Paris, 1926. 

Palanque, J. R. Essai sur la préfecture du prétoire du Bas-Empire. Paris, 1933. 

. “Sur la Liste des préfets du prétoire du IV® siécle. Réponse 4 M. Ernest 
Stein,” Byzantion, 1X (1934), 703-13. 

Palgrave, F. The History of Normandy and of En gland. London, 1864. 

Pall, P. “Ciriaco d’Ancona e la crociata contro i Turchi,” Bulletin de la section 
historique de L’ Académie roumaine, XX (193 

Panéenko, B. A Catalogue of the Molybdobulla of the Collection of the Russian 
Archaeological Institute in Constantinople. (Transactions of the Institute, VIII, 
IX). Sofia, 1903, 1904. In Russian. 

. “The Latin Constantinople and Pope Innocent III,” The Annals of the 

Historical-Philological Society at the University of Novorosstya, XXI, 1 (1914). 

In Russian. 

. “On the Secret History of Procopius,” Vizantiysky Vremennik, II (1895), 

300-16; III (1896), 461-527; IV (1897), 402-51. In Russian. 

. Peasant Property in the Byzantine Empire. The Rural Code and Monastic 

Documents. Sofia, 1903. In Russian. 

. “The Slavonic Monument in Bithynia of the Seventh Century,” Transac- 
tions of the Russian Archeological Institute in Constantinople, VIII, 1-2 (1902). 
In Russian. 

Papadimitriu, T. D. Theodore Prodromus. Odessa, 1905. In Russian. 

Papadopoulos-Kerameus, A. Fontes Historiae Imperit Trapezuntini. Petropolis, 


1897. 


780 Bibliography 


Papaioannu, K. “The Acts of the So-Called Council of Sophia (1450) and Their His 
torical Significance,” Vizantiysky Vremennik, Il (1895), 394-415. In Russian. 

Papamichael, G. ‘O ayvos T'prrydpios Tladkapas apxuerioxoros Geroadovixns. 
Alexandria, 1911. Interesting book on the history of the religious and mystical 
movement of the Hesychasts in the fourteenth century. 

Paparrigopoulo, K. Histoire de la civilisation hellénique. Paris, 1878. 

. History of the Greek People. Athens, 1871-77. Ed. Karolides, P. § vo! 
Athens, 1925. In Greek. 

Pappadopoulos, J. B. ‘H Kpijry v6 rods Lapaxyrovs 824-961. Athens, 1948. 

. “La Satire du précepteur, oeuvre inédite de Théodore II Lascaris,” Compte- 

rendu du deuxiéme congres international des études byzantines, Belgrade, 1927. 

Belgrade, 1929. 

. Theodore II Lascaris empereur de Nicée. Paris, 1908. A rather thin sketch 
of Theodore II's reign. See the severe review by N. Festa in Byzantinische Zeit- 
schrift, XVIII (1909), 213-17. 

Paris, G. “La Légende de Saladin,” Journal des Savants (1893), 7-34. 

Parisot, V. Cantacuzéne homme d'état et historien. Paris, 1845. An old but interest- 
ing and good monograph which gives a general idea of John Cantacuzene’s epoch. 
Shows a tendency in favor of Cantacuzene. 

Pascal, P. “Le ‘Digenis’ slave ou la ‘Geste de Devgenij, 
301-34. From Speransky’s edition. 

“Pauli Diaconi.” Historia Lan gobardorum. Ed. Bethmann, L. and Waitz, G. (Monu- 
menta Germantiae Historica. Scriptores rerum ‘Langobardicarum et Italicarum.) 
Hanover, 1878. 

Pears, E. The Destruction of the Greek Empire and the Story of the Capture 9 
Constantinople by the Turks. London and New York, 1903. Good book. 

Peeters, P. “La Prise de Jérusalem par les Perses,” Mélanges de l'Université de 
Saint-Joseph, 1X (1923). 

. “S. Romain le néomartyr (+ 1 Mai 780) d’aprés un document géorgien.” 
Analecta Bollandiana, XXX (1911), 393-427. 

Pegolotti, Francesco Balducci. La pratica della mercatura. Della decima e delle altre 
gravezze. Lisbon and Lucca, 1766. Ed. Evans, Allan. (The Medieval Academy of 
America Publications, no. 24.) Cambridge, Mass., 1936. 

Pelliot, P. “Les Mongols et la Papauté,” Revue de l’orient chrétien, XXIV (1923) 
330-31; XXVII (1931-32), 3-84. 

Pernice, A. L’'Ilmperatore Eraclio. Florence, 1905. The best monograph. 

Pernot, H. Etudes de littérature grecque moderne. Paris, 1916. 

. “Le Poéme de Michel Glykas sur son emprisonnement,” Mélanges Churles 
Diehl: Etudes sur histoire et sur l'art de Byzance. Paris, 1930. 

Perrier. Jean Damascéne: Sa Vie et ses écrits. Strassbourg, 1863. 

Pervanoglu, J. Historische Bilder aus dem byzantinischen Reiche. 1. Andronik 
Comnenus. Leipzig, 1879. Of no importance. 

Peter the Venerable. Opera Omnia. Ed. Migne, J. P. (Patrologia Latina, CLXXXIX, 
cols. 61-1054.) Paris, 1890 

Petit, L. “Manuel II Paléologue,” Dictionnaire de théologie catholique, 1X, 2 (1925). 
cols. 1925-32. Very good article with bibliography. 

“Marcus of Ephesus,” Dictionnaire de théologte catholique, 1X, 2 (1927). 

cols. "1968-86. 


999 


Byzantion, X (1935) 


Bibliography 781 


Petrarca, Francesco. Epistolae de rebus familiaribus et variae. Ed. Fracassetti, G. 
Florence, 1859-63. 

. [tinerarium Syriacum. In Opera Omnia. 2 vols. Basil, 1554. 

——. Lettere di Francesco Petrarca. Ed. Fracassetti, G. Florence, 1892. 

——. Lettere sinili di Francesco Petrarca. Ed. Fracassetti, G. Florence, 1869-70. 

. Rerum sinilium lib. VI. In Opera Omnia, 2 vols. Basil, 1554. 

Pétridés, S. “Jean Apokaukos, lettres et autres documents inédits,” Transactions 
of the Russian Archaeological Institute at Constantinople, XIV, 2-3 (1909), 
I-32. 

Petrovsky, N. M. “On the Problem of the Genesis of Fallmerayer’s Theory,” 
Journal of the Ministry of Public Instruction, 1913, 104-49. In Russian. 

Pfister, Kurt. Der Untergang der Antiken Welt. Leipzig, 1941. 

Philippson, A. E. Das Byzantinische Reich als Geographische Ercheinung. Leyden, 
1939. 

eee “Zur Ethnographie des Peloponnes,” Petermann’s Mitteilungen, XXXVI 


1890). 

Philostorgius of Borissus. Historia Ecclestastica. Ed. Bidez, Joseph. Paris and Brus- 
sels, 1913. 

Phoropoulos, I. D. Eipyvn 7 ‘A@nvaia avroxparepa ‘Pwpaiwy. Leipzig, 1887. 

Phrantzes, George. Annales. Ed. Bekker, I. (Corpus Scriptorum Historiae By- 
zantinae.) Bonn, 1839. Ed. Pappadopoulos, J. B. I. Leipzig, 1935. 

Pichon, R. Lactance. Etude sur le movement philosophique et religieux sous le 
régne de Constantin. Paris, 1901. 

Picotti, G. B. “Sulle navi papali in Oriente al tempo della caduta di Costantinopoli,” 
Nuovo Archivio Veneto, NS. XXII (1911). 

Pierce, H. and Tyler, R. Byzantine Art. New York, 1926. 

Pierling, L. P. La Russie et le Saint-Siége. Paris, 1896. 2nd ed., Paris, 1906. 

Piganiol, A. L’Empereur Constantin le Grand. Paris, 1932. 

.L’Empire Chrétien 325-395. Paris, 1947. 

. “L’Etat actuel de la question constantinienne 1939-1949,” Historia, I, 1 
(1950). 

Pipe Rolls. Vols. XXVI, XXVIII. (The Great Roll of the Pipe for the Reign of 
King Henry the Second. Published by the Pipe Roll Society.) London, 1905, 
1907. 

Pirenne, Henri. “A propos de la lettre d’Alexis Comnéne a Robert le Frison, comte 

de Flandre,” Revue de l'instruction publique en Belgique, L (1907), 217-27. 

. “Mahomet et Charlemagne,” Revue belge de philologie et d'histoire, 1 (1922). 

English trans. New York, 1949. 

. Medieval Cities. Princeton, 1925. French trans. Les villes du moyen dge. 
Brussels, 1927. 

Pitra, J. B. Analecta sacra et classica spicilegio Solesmensi parata. Paris and Rome, 


1891. 

Plethon, George Gemistos. “Ad. Sanctissimum Dominum Nostrum Leonem 
Decimum Pontificem Maximum, Ioannis Gemisti Graeci, secretarii Ancone, 
Protrepticon et Pronosticon.” Ed. Sathas, C. Documents inédits relatifs a l’histotre 
de la Gréce au moyen age, VIII (1888), 545-91. 

. De Rebus Peloponnesiacis Orationes duae. Ed. Ellissen, A. Analekten der 

mittel- und neugriechischen Latteratur, IV, 2 (1860). 


782 Bibliography 


. Oratio prima. Ed. Ellissen, A. Analekten der mittel- und neugriechischen 
Litteratur, IV, 2 (1860). 

Pniower, O. “Review: Schmitt, Die Chronik von Morea,” Deutsche Luteratur- 
zettung, XXV (1904), 2739-41. 

Pogodin, A. History of Bulgaria. St. Petersburg, 1910. In Russian. 

.A History of Serbia. St. Petersburg, 1909. In Russian. 

Pogodin, P. “Survey of the Sources on the History of the Siege and Capture oi 
Byzantium by the Turks in 1453,” Journal of the Ministry of Public Instruction. 
CCLXIV (1889), 205-58. In Russian. Very good. 

Pokrovsky, I. A. History of Roman Law. 2nd ed., Petrograd, 1915. In Russian. 

Popov, N. The Emperor Leo VI the Wise and His Reign from an Ecclestastica 
Stand point. Moscow, 1892. In Russian. 

. Outlines in the Secular History of Byzantium in the Time of the Mace- 
donian Dynasty. Moscow, 1916. A course of lectures. 

Porphyrius, A. History of Athos. Kiev, 1877. In Russian. 

Preobrazhensky, V. “The Blessed Theodore of Studion and His Time, 759-526.” 
Pastyrsky Sobesednik (1895). In Russian. 

Procopius. Opera Omnia. Ed. Haury, J. (Bibliotheca Scriptorum Graecorum et 
Romanorum Teubnertana.) Munich, 1913. Vols. I, II, De bellss libri t-vtis (1905): 
Vol. III, 1, Historia arcana (1906); Vol. III, 2, VI libri Tlepi xrurparwv sive De 
aedificius (1913). English trans. Dewing. 7 vols. London and New York, 1914- 


40. 

Prutz, H. Kulturgeschichte der Kreuzztige. Berlin, 1883. 

Psellus, Michael. Chronographia. Ed. Sathas, C. (Bibliotheca Graeca Meds Aet. 
IV.) Paris, 1874. Ed. and trans. into French by Renauld, E. 2 vols. Paris, 1926-2°. 

Puigi i Cadafalch, J. “L’Architecture religieuse dans le domaine byzantin en 
Espagne,” Byzantion, I (1924), 519-33. 

Rackl, M. “Demetrios Kydones als Verteidiger und Uebersetzer des hl. Thomas 
von Acquin,” Der Katholik. Zeitschrift fiir Katholische Wissenschaft und Kurch- 
liches Leben, XV (1915), 30-36. 

Radojcic, N. “Die Griechischen Quellen zur Schlacht am Kossovo Polje,” By- 
zantion, VI (1931), 241-46. 

. Dva posljednja Komnena na carigradskom prijestolu. Zagreb, 1907. In 
Croatian. Discussion of the last Comneni on the Byzantine throne. Briet but 
good. 

Radonic, J. “Critobulus, a Byzantine Historian of the Fifteenth Century,” Glas 
of the Royal Academy of Belgrad, CXKXXVIII (1930), 59-83. In Serbian. 

Rambaud, A. L’Empire grec au dixiéme siecle. Constantin Porphyrogénéte. Paris. 
1870. An excellent work. 

. Etudes sur l'histoire byzantine. Paris, 1912. 

Ramsay, W. M. “The Attempts of the Arabs to Conquer Asia Minor (641-694 4.p.) 
and the Causes of Its Failure,” Bulletin de la section historique de l’ Académie 
roumaine, XI (1924). 

. The Cities and Bishoprics of Phrygia. Oxford, 1895. 

——. Historical Geography of Asia Minor. London, 1890. 

. “The War of Moslem and Christian for the Possession of Asia Minor.” 
Contemporary Review, XC (1906), 1-15. 

Ranke, Leopold von. Weltgeschichte. Vol. VIII. Leipzig, 1887. 


Bibliography 783 


Rappaport, B. Einfalle der Goten in das Rémische Reich bis auf Constantin. Leip- 
zig, 1899. 

Ray D. A. “Polovtzi, IV. Military History of Polovtzi,” Annales de l'Institut 
Kondakov, XI (1940). In Russian. 

Rauschen, G. Jahrbucher der christlichen Kirche unter dem Kaiser Theodosius 
dem Grossen. Freiburg, 1897. 

Recueil des historiens des Gaules et de la France: Ed. Bouquet, D. Paris, 1833. 2nd 
ed., Paris, 1879. 

Redin, K. The Christian Topography of Cosmas Indicopleustes from Greek and 
Russian Versions. Ed. Ainalov, D. Moscow, 1916. Contains many illustrations 
and plates. In Russian. 

Reinach, S. Cultes, mythes et religions. Vol. I. 3rd ed., Paris, 1922. 

Renaudin, R. P. “Christodoule, higoumene de Saint-Jean, 4 Patmos (1020-1101),” 
Revue de l'orient chrétien, V (1900), 215-46. 

Renauld, E. Etude de la langue et du style de Michel Psellos. Paris, 1920. \ 

. Lexique choist de Psellos. Paris, 1920. 

. Michel Psellos Chronographie ou histoire d'un stécle de Byzance, 976-1077. 
Vols. I-II. Paris, 1926-28. 

Reverdy, G. “Les Relations de Childebert II et de Byzance,” Revue historique, 
CXIV (1913), 61-85. 

Riant, P. E. Alexts I Comneni ad Robertum I Flandriae comitem epistola spuria. 
Geneva, 1879. 

. “Le Changement de direction de la quatriéme croisade d’aprés quelques 

travaux recents,” Revue des questions historiques, XXIII (1878), 71-114. 

. Exuviae sacrae constantinopolitanae. 2 vols. Geneva, 1876. 

. “Innocent III, Philippe de Souabe et Boniface de Montferrat,” Revue des 

questions historiques, XVII (1875), 321-74; XVIII (1875), 5-75. 

. “Inventaire critique des lettres historique de croisades,” Archives de l’orient 
latin, 1 (1881), 1-224. 

Rienzi, Cola di. Epistolario. Ed. Gabrielli, A. (Fonti per la Storia d'Italia. Epis- 
tolart, XIV, no. 6.) Rome, 1890. 

Roby, H. J. Introduction to Justinian’s Digest. Cambridge, 1884. Useful. 

Rocholl, R. Bessarton. Studie zur Geschichte der Renaissance. Leipzig, 1904. 

Rohricht, R. Geschichte der Kreuzztige im Umriss. Innsbruck, 1898. 

. Geschichte des Konigreichs Jerusalem, 1100-1291. Innsbruck, 1898. 

Le Roman de Phlorios et Platzta Phlore. Ed. Hesseling, D. C. Amsterdam, 1917. 

Romance of Lybistros and Rhodamne. Greek text. Wagner, W. Trots poémes du 
moyen ge. Berlin, 1881. Detailed analysis by Gidel, M. Etudes sur la littérature 
grecque moderne. Paris, 1866. New ed., Lambert, J. A. Amsterdam, 1935. 

Romanos, I. A. Tlepi rob Aeozrotarov THs “Haeipov iotopixyn mpaypareia. Corfu, 
1895. An important and reliable posthumous monograph on the Despotat of 
Epirus. 

Romein, Jan. Byzantium. An Historical Review of the State and Civilization in the 
Eastern Roman Empire. Zutphen, 1928. In Dutch. 

Rose, A. Die byzantinische Kirchenpolitik unter dem Kaiser Anastasius I. Wohlau, 
1888. 

. Kasser Anastasius I. 1. Die Gussere Politik des Kaisers. Halle, 1882. 

Rosen, V. R., Baron. The Emperor Basil Bulgaroctonus. Selections from the 


784 Bibliography 


Chronicle of Yahya of Antioch. St. Petersburg, 1883. In Russian. Very important 
work largely used by Schlumberger. 

Rosenberg, A. Einleitung und Quellenkunde zur rémischen Geschichte. Berlin, 
1921. 

oe T. M. The First Rule of Photius, Patriarch of Constantinople. Sergiev 
Posad, 1915. An important work. In Russian. 

Rossini, C. Storia d’Etiopia. Bergamo, 1928. 

Rostovtzeff, M. The Social and Economic History of the Roman Empire. Oxtord. 
1926. 

Roth, K. Studie zu den Briefen des Theophylactos Bulgarus. Ludwigshafen am 
Rhein, 1900. 

Rouillard, Germaine. L’Administration civile de l’Egypte byzantine. 2nd ed., Paris. 
1928. 

. “A propos d’un ouvrage récent sur l’histoire de l'état byzantin,” Revue de 

philologte, XIV (1942), 169-80. 

. “Les Archives de Lavra (Mission Millet),” Byzantion, III (1926), 253-5. 

. “La politique de Michel VIII Paléologue a l’égard des monastéres,” Etsc‘es 

byzantines, 1 (1944), 73-84. 

and Collomp, P. (Eds.) Actes de Lavra. Paris, 1937. 

Royou, M. Histoire du Bas-Empire. Paris, 1803. 5th ed., Paris, 1836. 7th ed., Paris. 
1844. 

Rubio y Lluch, A. “Atenes en temps dels Catalans,” Anuari de l'Institut d’Estudss 
Catalans, I (1907), 225-54. 

. “Els Castells catalans en la Grecia continental,” Anuart de l'Institut d’Estuds; 

Catalans, II (1908), 364-425. 

. Los Catalanes en Grecia: Ultimos atios de su Dominacién: Cuadros histor- 

cos. Madrid, 1927. 

. La expedicién y Dominacién de los Catalanes en Oriente, Juzgadas por los 

Griegos. Memorias de la Real Academia de Buenas Letras de Barcelona, IV (1883). 

. “Une figure athénienne de l’époque de la domination catalane: Dimitri 

Rendi,” Byzantion, II (1925), 193-229. 

. “La Grecia catalana des de la mort de Frederic III fins a la invasié navarresa 

(1377-1379),” Anuari de l'Institut d’Estudis Catalans, VI (1915-20), 127-99. 

. “La Grecia catalana des de la mort de Roger de Lluria fins a la de Frederic 

III de Sicilia (1370-1377),” Anuari de l'Institut d’Estudis Catalans, V (1913-14). 

393-485. 

. “Paquimeres i Muntaner,” Secciéd Historico-Arqueologica del Institut 
d’Estudis Catalans, Memories, I (1927), 33-66. 

Rudakov, A. P. Outlines in Byzantine Culture Based on Data from Greek Hagioz- 
raphy. Moscow, 1917. In Russian. 

Rugamer, P. W. Leontius von Byzanz. Wurzburg, 1894. 

Runciman, S. Byzantine Civilization. London, 1933. 

. “Charlemagne and Palestine,” The English Historical Review, L (1935). 

606-19. 

. The Emperor Romanus Lecapenus and His Reign. A Study of Tenth 

Century Byzantium. Cambridge, 1929. Important. 

. A History of the Crusades. Vol. I. Cambridge, 1951. 

——.. A History of the First Bulgarian Empire. London, 1930. Important. 


Bibliography 785 


The Russian Chronography. (Version of the year 1512). St. Petersburg, 1911. In 
Russian. 

Sabbadini, R. “Ciriaco d’Acona e la sua descrizione autografa del Peloponneso 
trasmessa de Leonardo Botta,” Miscellanea Ceriani (1910), 203-4. 

Sadov, A. Bessarion of Nicaea, His Activity at the Council of Ferrara-Florence, Hts 
Theological Works and His Importance in the History of Humanism. St. Peters- 
burg, 1883. In Russian. 

Saewulf. Pilgrimage of Saewulf to Jerusalem and the Holy Land. (Palestine Pil- 
grim’s Text Society.) London, 1896. 

Saidak, J. Literatura Bizantyniska. Warsaw, 1933. In Polish. 

os Signifie Kupuarns Tewpérpys?”, Byzantion, V1 (1931), 343-53- 

Salaville, S “L’Affaire de !’Hénotique ou le premier schisme byzantin au V° 
siécle,” Echos d’Orient, XVIII (1910), 225-65, 389-97; XIX (1920), 49-68, 415-33. 

. “Deux manuscrits du ‘De vita Christi,’ de Nicholas Cabasilas,” Bulletin 

de la section historique de l Académie roumaine, XIV (1928). 

. Nicolas Cabasilas: Explication de la divine liturgie. Intro. and trans. Paris 

and Lyons, 1944. 

“Le second centenaire de Michel le Quien (1733-1933),” Echos d’ Orient, 
XXXII (1933), 257-66. 

Salomon, R. “Review: Silberschmidt, Das ortentalische Problem,” Byzantinische 
Zeitschrift, XXVIII (1928), 143-44. 

Salutati, C. Epsstolario di Coluccio Salutati. Ed. Novati, F. (Fonts per la Storia 
d'Italia Epistolari, XIV-XV.) Rome, 1891-1911. 

Sanudo, Marino. Istoria del regno di Roumaina. Ed. Hopf, C. in Chroniques gréco- 
romanes inédites ou peu connues. Berlin, 1873. 

Sathas, Constantin. Bibliotheca graeca medii aevi. 7 vols. Venice and Paris, 1872-94. 

. Documents inédits relatifs 2 UVhistotre de la Gréce au moyen dge. 9 vols. 
Paris, 1880-90. 

Savage, H. L. “Reguerrand de Coucy VII and the Campaign of Nicopolis,” Specu- 
lum, XIV (1939), 423-42. 

Scala, R. von. “Das Griechentum seit Alexander dem Grossen,” in Helmolt, H. F. 
Weltgeschichte. Vol. V. Leipzig and Vienna, 1905. 

Schaeder, H. Moskau das Dritte Rom. Studien zur Geschichte der politischen 
Theorien in der slavischen Welt. Hamburg, 1929. The author is very familiar with 
the Russian sources. 

Schanz, Martin von. Geschichte der romischen Literatur bis zum gesetzgebungs- 
werk des Kaisers Justinian. Vol. Ill. 2nd ed., Munich, 1905. 

Schaube, A. Handelsgeschichte der romanischen Volker des Mittelmeergebiets bis 
zum Ende der Kreuzzitige. Munich and Berlin, 1906. 

Schechter, S. “An Unknown Khazar Document,” Jewish Quarterly Review, NS. 
III (1912-13), 181-219. 

Schenk, K. Katser Leon III. Vol. 1. Halle, 1880. 

. “Kaiser Leons II] Walten im Innern,” Byzantinische Zeitschrift, V (1896), 

257-301. 

Schiller, H. Geschichte der rémischen Katserzeit. Vol. I. Gotha, 1887. Very good 
for the political, superficial for the religious, side. 

Schillmann, F. “Zur byzantinischen Politik Alexanders IV,” Rémische Quartal- 
schrift, XXII (1908), 108-31. 


786 Bibliography 


Schiltberger, H. Reisebuch. Ed. Langmantel, V. (Bibliothek des literarischen 
Vereins in Stuttgart, CLXXII.) Tubingen, 1885. 

Schlauch, M. “The Palace of Hugon de Constantinople,” Speculum, VII (1932). 
500-14. 

Schlosser, F. C. Geschichte der bilderstirmenden Kaiser des ostromischen Reiches. 
Frankfurt, 1912. Out of date. 

Schlumberger, G. Byzance et crotsades. Paris, 1927. 

. Un Empereur byzantin au dixiéme siecle. Nicéphore Phocas. Paris, 1sy:. 

A reprint, without plates and illustrations, Paris, 1923. 

“Un Empereur de Byzance a Paris et a Londres,” Revue des Deux Monde:. 
XXX (1915), 786-817. Reprinted in his Byzance et croisades, Paris, 1927. 

——. L’Epopée byzantine a la fin du dixiéme siécle. 3 vols. Paris, 1896-1905. 

. Expédition des “Almugavares” ou routiers catalans en Orient. Paris, 19-2. 

. Renaud de Chatillon. Paris, 1898. 

. Le Sitége, la prise et le sac de Constantinople par les Turcs en 1453. Paris. 
1915. On the basis of E. Pear’s book. Bibliography on pp. 365-69. 

Schmidt, L. Geschichte der deutschen Stimme bis zum Ausgange der Volker- 
wanderung. Vol. 1. Berlin, 1904. 

Schmidt, T. “La ‘Renaissance’ de la peinture byzantine au XIV° siecle,” Reue 
archéologique, Ser. 4, XX (1912), 127-42. 

Schmitt, J. Die Chrontk von Morea. Eine Untersuchung uber das Verhaltnts threr 
Handschriften und Versionen. Munich, 1889. English trans. London, 1904. 

. “La ‘Théséide’ de Boccace et la ‘Théséide’ grecque,” Etudes de philologie 
néo-grecque. (Bibliotheque de l'Ecole des hautes études. Sciences philologiques 
et historiques, XCII.) Paris, 1892. 

Schneider, G. A. Der heilige Theodor von Studion, sein Leben und Werke. Mun- 
ster, 1900. 

Schoenebeck, Hans von. Beitrége zur Religionspolitik des Maxentius und Con- 
stantin. Leipzig, 1939. Important. 

Schramm, P. Kaiser, Rom und Renovatio. Leipzig and Berlin, 1929. 

Schubart, W. Einfuhrung in die Papyruskunde. Berlin, 1918. 

. Justinian und Theodora. Munich, 1943. 

Schultze, F. Geschichte der Philosophie der Renatssance. 1. Georgios Gemistos 
Plethon und seine reformatorischen Bestrebungen. Jena, 1874. 

Schwartz, E. Kaiser Constantin und die christhche Kirche. Leipzig and Berlin. 
1913. 

. Kyrillos von Skythopolis. Leipzig, 1939. 

Schwarzlose, Karl. Der Bilderstreit, ein Kampf der Griechischen Kirche um thre 
E:genart und thre Freiheit. Gotha, 1890. Important. 

Scriptor incertus de Leone Bardae filio. Ed. Bekker, I. (Corpus Scriptorum Historise 
Byzantinae; volume with Leo Grammaticus.) Bonn, 1842. 

Scriptores originum Constantinopolitanarum. Ed. Preger, T. Leipzig, 1go1. 

Scylitzes, John. Excerpta ex breviario historico. Ed. Bekker, I. (Corpus Scriptorum 
Historiae Byzantinae.) Bonn, 1838-39. 

Sebéos. The History of the Emperor Heraclius. Trans. from Armenian into Rus- 
sian. Patkanov, K. St. Petersburg, 1862. Trans. into French. Macler, F. Paris, 1904. 

Sedelnikov, A. “The Epic Tradition Concerning Manuel Comnenus,” Slavia, Ill 
(1924-25), 608-18. In Russian. 


Bibliography 787 


Seeck, O. “Der Codex Justinianus,” in his Regesten der Kaiser und Papste fur die 
Jahre 311 bis 476 n. Chr. Stuttgart, 1919. 

. “Collatio lustralis,” Real-Encyclopaddie der Classischen Altertumswissen- 

schaft. Ed. Pauly, A. F., Wissowa, G. and others. 1 ser. IV (1901), cols. 370-76. 

. Geschichte des Untergangs der antiken Welt. 6 vols. Berlin and Stuttgart, 

1895. Vol. I, and ed., 1897; 3rd ed., 1910. Vols. II, III, 2nd ed., 1921. 

. “Die Quellen des Codex Theodosianus,” in his Regesten der Katser und 

Papste fur die Jahre 311 bis 476 n. Chr. Stuttgart, 1919. 

. “Das sogenannte Edikt von Mailand,” Zeitschrift fur Kirchengeschichte, 
XII (1891), 381-86. 

Sergius, Arch. The Complete Liturgical Calendar (Menelogion) of the Orient. 
2nd ed., Vladimir, 1go1. In Russian. 

Serruys, M. D. “Les Actes du Concile Iconoclaste de l’an 815,” Mélanges d’arché- 
ologte et d'histoire, XXIII (1903), 345-51. 

. “Une source byzantine des Libri Carolini,” Comptes rendus de l Académie 
des inscriptions et belles-lettres, | (1904), 360-63. 

Setton, Kenneth M. “Athens in the Later Twelfth Century,” Speculum, XIX 
(1944), 179-207. Very good. 

. Catalan Domination of Athens 1311-1388. Cambridge, Mass., 1948. 

Sewell, R. “Roman Coins in India,” Journal of the Royal Asiatic Society, XXXVI 
(1904), 620-21. 

Shakhmatov, A. The Story of the Current Times (Poviest vremennych liet). Petro- 
grad, 1916. In Russian. 

Shanguin, M. A. “Byzantine Political Personalities of the First Half of the Tenth 
Century,” Vizantiysky Sbornik (1945), 228-36. In Russian. 

Shepard, A. M. The Byzantine Reconquest of Crete (A.D. 960). (U.S. Naval In- 
stitute Proceedings, LXVII, no. 462.) Annapolis, Md., 1941. 

Shestakov, S. P. Lectures on the History of Byzantium. Vol. 1, 2nd ed., Kasan, 1915. 
In Russian. 

. “Notes to the Poems of the Codex Marcianus gr. 524,” Vizantiysky Vre- 

mennik, XXIV (1923-26), 46-47. In Russian. 

. “The Question of the Author of the Continuation of Theophanes,” Compte- 
rendu du deuxiéme congrés international des études byzantines, Belgrade, 1927. 
Belgrade, 1929. 

Siciliano, Villanueva L. “Diritto bizantino,” Enciclopedia Giuridica Italiana, 1V, 
5 (1906), 72. 

Sickel, W. “Die Kaiserwahl Karls des Grossen. Eine rechtsgeschichtliche Erérter- 
ung, Mitteilungen des Instituts fur Osterreichische Geschichtsforschung, XX 
(1899), 1-38. 

Siderides, X. “Mavound “OdoBodAov *Eyxoptov eis Mtxand H’ Tadaddoyor,” 
‘Exrernpts ‘Eratpeias Bulavrivav Yovddar, III (1926), 168-01. 

Silberschmidt, M. Das ortentalische Problem zur Zeit der Entstehung des Tiir- 
kischen Reiches. Leipzig and Berlin, 1923. 

Simeon, Metropolitan of Varna and Preslava. The Letters of Theophylact of 
Ochrida. Trans. into Bulgarian. (Sbornik of the Bulgarian Academy of Sciences, 
XXVII.) Sofia, 1931. 

Si8i¢, F. Geschichte der Kroaten. Zagreb, 1917. 

Skabalanovich, N. Byzantine State and Church in the Eleventh Century. St. Peters- 


788 Bibliography 


burg, 1884. A history of the eleventh century from 1025; very important for the 
internal history of the Empire. In Russian. 

Skok, P. “Les Origines de Raguse,” Slavia, X (1931), 449-500. 

Skrzinska, Elena. “Inscriptions latines des colonies génoises en Crimée,” Atti deli 
Societa Ligure di Storia Patria, LVI (1928), 1-180. 

Smirnov, V. D. Turkish Legends on Saint Sophia. St. Petersburg, 1898. In Russian. 

Socrates Scholasticus. Historia ecclestastica. English trans. Schaff, Philip, Ware. 
Henry, and others. A Select Library of the Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers «; 
the Christian Church. 2nd ser. Vol. II. New York, 1895. 

Solch, J. “Historisch-geographische Studien tiber bithynische Siedlungen. Niko 
media, Nikaa, Prusa,” Byzantinisch-neugriechische Jahrbucher, 1 (1920), 263->”. 

Sokolov, J. J. The Eparchies of the Constantinopolitan Church of the Present Time. 
St. Petersburg, 1914. In Russian. 

. “Large and Small Landlords in Thessaly in the Epoch of the Palaeolog:.” 

Vizantiysky Vremennik, XXIV (1923-26), 35-42. In Russian. 

. “Review: Works of G. Papamichael,” Journal of the Ministry of Publi 
Instruction, N.S. XLIV (1913), 378-93; XLV (1913), 159-85; XLVI (1913), 
409-19; XLVII (1913), 114-39. In Russian. 

Sokolsky, V. “Concerning the Nature and Meaning of the Epanagoge,” Vizantiy- 
sky Vremennik, | (1894). In Russian. 

Solovjev, A. V. “The Thessalian Archonts in the Fourteenth Century. Traces ct 
Feudalism in the Byzantino-Serbian Order,” Byzantinoslavica, 1V, 1 (1932). 
159-74. In Russian with a French summary. 

Sommerard, L. du. Deux princesses d’orient au XII° siecle. Anne Comnéne témoin 
des crotsades. Anges de France. Paris, 1907. 

Sorel, A. Montesquieu. 2nd ed., Paris, 1889. 

Soteriou, G. “Die byzantinische Malerei des XIV. Jahrhunderts in Griechenland. 
Bemerkungen zum Stilproblem der Monumentalmalerei des XIV. Jahrhunderts,” 
‘EdAnvixa, I (1928), 95-117. 

Soyter, G. “Prokop als Geschichtschreiber der Vandalen- und Gotenkriege,” Neue 
Jahrbucher fiir Antike und Deutsche Bildung, Il (1939), 97-103. 

Sozomenis, H. Historia ecclesiastica. Ed. Migne, J. (Patrologia Graeca, LXVII.) 
Paris, 1864. 

Spassky, A. The History of the Dogmatic Movements during the Period of the Ecu- 
menical Councils. Sergiev Posad, 1906. In Russian. 

Speransky, M. N. “Digenis’ Deeds,” Sbornik Otdeleniya Russkago Yazyka 1 Sloves- 
nosti, XCIX, 7 (1922). In Russian. 

. From the Ancient Novgorod Literature of the Fourteenth Century. Lenin- 

grad, 1934. In Russian. 

. “The South-Slavonic and Russian Texts of the Tale of the Construction ot 
the Church of St. Sophia of Tzarigrad,” Memorial Volume in Honor of V.N. 
Zlatarsky. Sofia, 1925. In Russian. 

Spintler, R. De Phoca imperatore Romanorum. Jena, 1905. 

Spulber, C. A. L’Eclogue des Isauriens: texte, traduction, histoire. Cernautzi, 1920. 
Greek text with French trans. and history of the Ecloga. 

Stadelmann, H. Theodora von Byzanz. 2 vols. Dresden, 1926. 

Stadtmiiller, Georg. “Michael Choniates Metropolit von Athen (ca. 1138-ca. 1222).” 
Orientalia Christiana, XXXIII, 2 (Rome, 1934), 125-325. Best study on the subject. 


Bibliography 789 


Stanojevitch, S. History of the Serbian People. 3rd ed., Belgrade, 1926. In Serbian. 
Useful. 

Stein, Ernst. Geschichte des spatrémischen Reiches. Vol. 1. Vienna, 1928. Important. 

. Histoire du Bas-Empire. Vol. Il. Paris, Brussels, and Amsterdam, 1949. 

. “Justinian, Johannes der Kappadozier und das Ende des Konsulats,” Byzan- 

tinische Zeitschrift, XXX (1930), 376-81. 

“Ein Kapitel vom persischen und vom byzantinischen Staate,” Byzantinisch- 

neugriechische Jahrbucher, 1 (1920), 50-89. See especially pp. 70-82. 

“Une Nouvelle Histoire de l’Eglise,” Revue belge de philologie et a’ histoire, 
XVII (1938), 1024-44. 

—. “Review: Baynes, The Byzantine Empire,’ Gnomon, IV (1928), 410-14. 

. “Review: Vasiliev, History of the Byzantine Empire,” Byzantinische Zeit- 

schrift, XXIX (1930), 347-60. 

. Studien zur Geschichte des byzantinischen Reiches vornehmlich unter den 

Katsern Justinus Il und Tiberius Constantinus. Stuttgart, 1919. Very important. 

. Untersuchungen uber das Officium der Pratorianenprafektur seit Diokle- 

tian. Vienna, 1922. 

“Untersuchungen zur spatbyzantinischen Verfassungs-und Wirtschafts- 

geschichte,” Mitteilungen zur Osmanischen Geschichte, II (1924). 

. “Untersuchungen zur spatrémischen Verwaltungsgeschichte,” Rheinisches 
Museum fur Philologie, N.S. LXXIV (1925), 347-54. 

Stephen the Younger. Vita. Ed. Migne, J. P. (Patrologia Graeca, C, cols. 1070-1186.) 
Paris, 1860. 

Stéphanou, P. E. “Etudes récentes sur Pléthon,” Echos d’Orient, XXXI (1932), 
207-17. 


“Jean Italos, a et humaniste,” Ortentalia Christiana Analecta, 

CXXXIV (1949), 121 ff 

“Spyridon Lambros (1851-1919) ; Senanhian Sidéridés (1851-1929),” Echos 
d’Orient, XXIX (1930), 73-79. 

Stockle, A. Spatrémische und byzantinische Ziinfte. Leipzig, 1911. Interesting. 

Streit, L. Venedig und die Wendung des uerten Kreuzzugs gegen Konstantinopel. 
Anklam, 1877. 

Struck, A. “Die Eroberung Thessalonikes durch die Sarazenen im Jahre 904,” 
Byzantinische Zeitschrift, XIV (1905), 535-62. 

. Mistra, eine mittelalterliche Ruinenstadt. Vienna and Leipzig, 1910. 

Strzygowski, J. Die Baukunst der Armenier und Europa. Vienna, 1918. 

» Ursprung der christlichen Kirchenkunst. Leipzig, 1920. English trans. 
Dalton, O. and Braunholtz, H. Oxford, 1923. 

Suetonius, “Caligula,” Vita 12 Caesarum. 

Suidas. Lexicon. Ed. Adler, Ada, I-V. Leipzig, 1928-38. 

sir ello J. Abhandlungen zur Geschichte des ausgehenden Roémertums. Helsing- 
Ors, 1919. 

Suvorov, N. “Review: Grenier, L’Empire Byzantin,” Vizantiysky Vremennik, XII 
(1906) , 227-28. In Russian. 

Suzumov, M. “On the Sources of Leo the Deacon and Scylitzes,” Vizantiyskoe 
Obozrenie, II, 1 (1916), 106-66. In Russian. 

Swift, E. H. Hagia Sophia. New York, 1940. Thirty-four figures and forty-six 
plates. Full bibliography. 


790 Bibliography 

. “The Latins at Hagia Sophia,” American Journal of Archaeology, XXXIX 
(1935) 458-59: 473-74- _ 7 

Sybel, H. Geschichte des ersten Kreuzzuges. Leipzig, 1841. Two later editions came 
out (1881 and 1900) almost without change. Still the most important work cr 
the subject today. 

. “Ueber den zweiten Kreuzzug,” Kleine Htstorische Schriften. Vol. 1. 
Munich, 1863. 

Sykutres, I. “Ilepit 76 oxiopa tov "Apoenrar,” “EXAnuixa II (1929), 267-332; I] 
(1930), 15-44. The author said that the book of the Russian theologian, Ivan 
Troizsky, was absolutely inaccessible to him. 

Symeon Magister (Logothete). Chronicle. Ed. Bekker, I. (Corpus Scriptorur: 
Historiae Byzantinae). Bonn, 1838. 

Synesius of Cyrene. The Essays and Hymns of Synesius of Cyrene, including tre 
Address to the Emperor Arcadtus and the Political Speeches. Trans. and ed. Fitz- 
gerald, A. Oxford and London, 1930. 

. The Letters of Synesius of Cyrene. Ed. Fitzgerald, A. London, 1926. 

. Opera. Ed. Migne, J. P. (Patrologia Graeca, LXVII, cols. 1020-1615.) Paris 
1864. 

Synodicon Orientale ou Recueil de Synodes Nestoriens. Trans. and ed. Chabe. 
J. B. in Notices et extraits des manuserits de la Bibtothéque Nationale, XXXVII 
(1902). 

Tabari. Annales. Ed. de Goeje, M. J. 15 vols. Leyden, 1879-1901. 

Tacchi-Venturi, P. S. I. “Commentariolum de Joanne Geometra ejusque in S. 
Gregorium Nazianzenum inedita laudatione in cod. Vaticano-Palatino 402 ad- 
versata,” Studi e documenti di storia e diritto, X1V (1893). 

Tafel, G. L. F. Komnenen und Normannen. Stuttgart, 1870. 

and Thomas, G. M. Urkunden zur altern Handels- und Staatsgeschichte der 
Republik Venedig. (Fontes rerum austriacarum. Diplomata et acta, XII-XIV.) 
Vienna, 1856-57. 

Tafrali, O. Thessalonique au quatorziéme stécle. Paris, 1913. 

. Thessalonique des origines au XIV° stécle. Paris, 1919. 

Tafur, Pero. Andangas e viajes de Pero Tafur por diversas partes del mundo atidos 
(1435-1439). (Coleccion de libros espanfioles raros 6 curtosos, VINI-1X.) Madrid. 
1874. Trans. and ed. Letts, Malcolm. New York and London, 1926. 

Tales of the Russian People. Ed. Sakharov, T. St. Petersburg, 1849. In Russian. 

Taylor, J. W. Georgius Gemistus Pletho’s Criticism of Plato and Aristotle. Menasha. 
Wis., 1921. 

Tchaadayev, P. Y. Works and Letters. Ed. Herschensohn, M. Moscow, 1914. In Rus- 
sian. 

Tcherniavsky, N. The Emperor Theodosius the Great and his Religious Policy. 
Sergiev Posad, 1913. In Russian. 

Tennent, J. E. Ceylon. 5th ed., London, 1860. 

Ternovsky, F. A. The Graeco-Eastern Church. Kiev, 1879-82. In Russian. 

Tessier, J. Quatriéme croisade. La diversion sur Zara et Constantinople. Paris, 1884. 

Testaud, G. Des Rapports des putssants et petits propriétaires ruraux dans Il'empire 
byzantin au X° stécle. Bordeaux, 1898. 

Thalloczy, L. von. Illyrisch-albanische Forschungen. Munich and Leipzig, 1916. 

Thallon, Ida C. A Medieval Humanist:Michael Akominatos. (Vassar Medietal 
Studies by the members of the Faculty of Vassar College.) New Haven, 1923. 


Bibliography 791 


Theiner, A. Vetera monumenta historica Hungariam sacram illustrantia. Rome, 
1859. 

Theodore the Monk. @eodociov Movayod tov Kai ypappartixod émurToAn pos 
Aéovra Atdxovov 7epi THs ‘ak@oews Lupaxovons. Ed. Hase. Paris, 1819. New ed. 
Zuretti, C. Centenario della nascita di Michele Amari, | (Palermo, 1910), 165- 
68. 

Theodore Scutariotae Addimenta ad Georgtt Acropolitae Historiam. Ed. Heisen- 
berg, A. Leipzig, 1903. 

Theodoret, bishop of Cyrus. Historia ecclesiastica. Ed. Parmentier, Léon. Paris, 1911. 

Theodosius II. Theodostani libri XVI. Ed. Mommsen, T. and Meyer, P. 3 vols. 
Berlin, 1905. In English, The Theodostan Code by C. Pharr. Princeton, 1952. 

Theophanes. Chronographia. Ed. de Boor, C. 2 vols. Leipzig, 1883-85. 

Theophanes Continuatus. Historia. Ed. Bekker, I. (Corpus Seriptorum Historiae 
Byzantinae.) Bonn, 1838. 

Theophylact, archbishop of Bulgaria. Epistolae. Ed. Migne, J. P. (Patrologia Graeca, 
CXXVI.) Paris, n. d. 

Theophylact Simocatta. Historiae. Ed. de Boor, C. Leipzig, 1887. 

Thomas, A. “La Légende de Saladin en Poitou,” Journal des Savants, N. S. VI 
(1908), 467-71. 

Thomas, C. Theodor von Studion und sein Zeitalter. Osnabriick, 1892. 

Thompson, E. A. A History of Attila and the Huns, Oxford, 1948. 

Thompson, James Westfall. “The Age of Mabillon and Montfaucon,” The Amert- 
can Historical Review, XLVII (1942), 225-44. 

. An Economic and Social History of the Middle Ages. New York and 
London, 1928. 

Thuasne, L. Gentile Bellini et Sultan Mohammed II. Notes sur le séjour du peintre 
vénitien a Constantinople (1479-1480) . Paris, 1888. 

Timario sive De passtonibus ejus. Dialogus satyricus. See M. Hase, in Notices et 
extraits des manuscrits de la Bibliotheque Nationale, 1X (1813). Ed. Ellissen, 
A. Analecten der mittel- und neugriechischen Literatur. Vol. 1V, Leipzig, 1860. 

Tomaschek, W. Die Goten in Taurien. Vienna, 1881. 

Tozer, H. F. “A Byzantine Reformer (Gemistus Plethon),” Journal of Hellenic 
Studies, VII (1886), 353-80. 

. “Byzantine Satire,” Journal of Hellenic Studies, Il (1881), 233-70. 

Traub, E. Der Kreuzzugsplan Kaiser Heinrichs VI im Zusammenhang mit der 
Politik der Jahre 1195-97. Jena, 1910. 

Treu, M. Dichtungen des Grosslogothet Theodoros Metochites. Potsdam, 1895. 

. “Manuel Holobolos,” Byzantinische Zettschrift, V (1896), 538-59. 

. “Mazaris und Holobolos,” Byzantinische Zeitschrift, 1 (1892), 86-97. 

Troizky, J. Arsenius, the Patriarch of Nicaea and Constantinople, and the Arsenites. 
St. Petersburg, 1873. Originally published in the Christianskoe Ctenie, 1873. Very 
good description of the life of the Eastern Church in the second half of the 
thirteenth century, under Michael VIII and Andronicus II. 

Trubezkoy, E. Religious and Social Ideals of Western Christianity ty the Fifth 
Century. Moscow, 1892. In Russian. 

Turaev, B. A. History of the Ancient East. 2nd ed. Petrograd, 1914. In Russian. 

Turchi, N. La civilta bizantina. Turin, 1915. 

Twenty-five Years of Historical Study in the U.S.S.R. Ed. Levchenko, M. Moscow 
and Leningrad, 1942. In Russian. 


792 Bibliography 


Tzetzes, John. Argumentum et allegoriae in Iliadem. Ed. Metranga, P. Anece 2x 
Graeca. Rome, 1850. 

. Historiarum variarum Chiltades. Ed. Kiesslingius, T. Leipzig, 1826. 

Ubicini, J. H. “Chronique du régne de Mahomet II, par Critobule d’Imbres.” 
L’ Annuaire de l'association pour l’encouragement des études grecques, W (1>7:'. 


49-74- 

Underhill, Clara. Theodora. The Courtesan of Constantinople. New York, 1332 
Has a good bibliography. 

Usener, H. “Vier Lateinische Grammatiker,” Rheinisches Museum fur Philoloz:. 
XXIII (1868), 490-507. 

Uspensky, C. N. “Exkuseia-Immunity in the Byzantine Empire,” Wizants:5 
Vremennik, XXIII (1923), 99-117. In Russian. 

. Outlines of the History of Byzantium. Moscow, 1917. In Russian. 

Uspensky, P. The Christian Orient. Athos. Vol. III. Kiev, 1877. 2nd ed., St. Peters- 
burg, 1892. In Russian. 

Uspensky, Th. I. “The Boundary Stone between Byzantium and Bulgaria under 
Simeon,” Transactions of the Russian Archaeological Institute at Constantinople. 
III (1898), 184-94. In Russian. 

. “Byzantine Historians on the Mongols and Egyptian Mamluks,” Vizann;- 

sky Vremennth, XXIV (1923-26), 1-16. In Russian. 

_A Byzantine Writer, Nicetas Acominatus, of Chonae. St. Petersburg, 1$--. 

In Russian. 

. “The Constantinopolitan Code of Seraglio,” Transactions of the Rusitan 

Archaeological Institute at Constantinople, XII (1907), 30-31. In Russian. 

. “The Eastern Policy of Manuel Comnenus,” Accounts of the Russian 

Palestine Society, XX1X (1926), 111-38. In Russian. 

. “The Emperors Alexius II and Andronicus Comnenus,” The Journal o! 

the Ministry of Public Instruction, CXII (1880), 95-130; CXIV (1881), 52-‘s. 

In Russian. Interesting but unfinished. 

. “The Eparch of Constantinople,” Transactions of the Russian Archaeo- 

logical Institute at Constantinople, IV, 2 (1890). In Russian. 

. Essays on the History of Byzantine Civilization. St. Petersburg, 1892. In 

Russian. Very important. Contains a great deal of new and fresh material on 

the Hesychast movement and the relation of Byzantium to the Renaissance. See 

also a very interesting review of this book by P. Bezobrazov in Vizantiysks 

Vremennik, II (1896), 125-50. In Russian. 

. The Formation of the Second Kingdom of Bulgaria. Odessa, 1879. In Rus- 

sian. 

_A History of the Byzantine Empire. Vols. I, ll, 1 (II, 2 never was published). 

III. St. Petersburg, Moscow, and Leningrad, 1914-48. In Russian. 

. A History of the Crusades. St. Petersburg, 1900. In Russian. Very important 

from the point of view of the history of Byzantium. 

. “The Last Comneni. The Beginning of a Reaction,” Vizantiysky Vremen- 

nik, XXV (1927-28), 1-23. In Russian. 

. “Materials for Bulgarian Antiquities, Aboba-Plisca,” Transactions of the 

Russian Archaeological Institute at Constantinople, X (1905). In Russian. 

. “The Military Organization of the Byzantine Empire,” Transactions of the 


Bibliography 793 
Russian Archaeological Institute at Constantinople, V1, 1 (1900), 1-54. In Rus- 


sian. | 

. “The Official Report on the Accusation of John Italus of Heresy,” Trans- 

actions of the Russian Archaeological Institute at Constantinople, II (1897), 1-66. 

In Russian. 

. “On the History of the Peasant Landownership in Byzantium,” Journal of 

the Ministry of Public Instruction, CCXXV (1883). In Russian. 

. “On the Manuscripts of the History of Nicetas Acominatus in the National 

Library of Paris,” Journal of the Ministry of Public Instruction, CKCIV (1877). 

In Russian. 

. “Opinions and Decrees of Constantinopolitan Local Councils of the 

Eleventh and Twelfth Centuries concerning the Distribution of Church Posses- 

sions,” Transactions of the Russian Archaeological Institute at Constantinople, V 

(1900), 1-48. In Russian. 

. “Review of V. I. Barvinok’s Work,” Sbornik otcétov o premtyach i nagra- 

dach Akademu Nauk za 1912 god, (Petrograd, 1916), 101-24. In Russian. 

. “Significance of Byzantine and South-Slavonic Pronoia,” Collection of 

Articles on Slavonic Studies for the Twenty-fifth Anniversary of the Scholarly 

and Professorial Activities of V. ]. Lamansky. St. Petersburg, 1883. 

. “The Start and Development of the Eastern Problem,” Transactions of the 

Slavonic Charitable Society, III (1886). In Russian. 

. Synodtkon for the First Sunday of Lent. Odessa, 1893. In Russian. 

. “The Tendency of Conservative Byzantium to adopt Western Influences,” 
Vizantiysky Vremennik, XXII (1916). In Russian. 

Uspensky, Th. I. and BeneSevit, V. The Acts of Vazelon. Materials for the History of 
Peasant and Monastery Landownership in Byzantium from the Thirteenth Cen- 
tury to the Fifteenth. Leningrad, 1927. Greek text and a commentary in Russian. 

Vailhé, S. “Projet d’alliance turco-byzantine au VI®* siécle,” Echos d’Orient, XII 
(1909), 206-14. 

Valdenberg, V. “An Oration of Justin II to Tiberius,” Bulletin of the Academy 
of Sciences of the Union of Sovset Socialist Republics, no. 2 (1928). In Russian. 

. “The Philosophical Ideas of Michael Psellus,” Vizantiysky Sbornik (1945), 
249-55. In Russian. 

Vance, J. M. Beitrage zur byzantinische Kulturgeschichte am Ausgange des IV. 
Jahrhunderts aus den Schriften des Johannes Chrysostomos. Jena, 1907. 

Vandercook, John W. Empress of the Dusk. A Life of Theodora of Byzantium. 
New York, 1940. 

Van Millingen, A. Byzantine Constantinople, the Walls of the City and Adjoining 
Historical Sites. London, 1899. 

Vasiliev, Alexander A. Byzantium and the Arabs. Vols. I-II. St. Petersburg, 1900-2. 
In Russian. Trans. into French. Gregoire, Henri, Canard, M. and others. Byzance 
et les Arabes. Vols. I, II, 2 (II, 1 has not yet been published). Brussels, 1935-50. 
(Corpus bruxellense historiae byzantinae, |, II, 2.) 

. “Charlemagne and Harun ar-Rashid,” Vizantiysky Vremennik, XX (1913), 

63-116. In Russian. 

. “An Edict of the Emperor Justinian II, September, 688,” Speculum, XVIII 


(1943), I-13. 


794 Bibliography 


. The First Russian Attack on Constantinople in 860-61. (Medieval Aca:- 
emy of America Monographs, no. 46.) Cambridge, Mass., 1946. 

. “Das genaue Datum der Schlacht von Myriokephalon,” Byzantiniscre 
Zeitschrift, XXVII (1927), 288-go. 

. The Goths in the Crimea. (Medieval Academy of America Monograph: 
no. 11.) Cambridge, Mass., 1936. 

. (Ed.) “A Greek Text of the Life of 42 Martyrs of Amorion, after the MSS 
of the Bibliotheque Nationale de Paris, no. 1534,” Transactions of the Impensi 
Academy of Sciences, St. Petersburg, III, 3 (1898). 

. “La Guerre de cent ans et Jeanne d’Arc dans la tradition byzantine.” 
Byzantion, Ill (1926), 241-50. 

. “Harun-ibn-Yahya and His Description of Constantinople,” Annales «iz 
Institute Kondakov, V (1932). 

.and I. Kratchkovsky. (Eds. and trans.) Histoire de Yahya-thn-Said dAn- 
tioche. Continuateur de Sa’id-tbn-Bitriq. In Patrologia Orientalis, XVII (1924). 
699-834; XXIII (1932), 348-520. 

. Justin the First: An Introduction to the Epoch of Justinian the Great. Cam- 
bridge, Mass., 1950. 

. “Justin I (518-527) and Abyssinia,’ Byzantinische Zeitschrift, XXXIII 

(1933), 67-77. Bibliography is indicated. 

. “Justinian’s Digest, in commemoration of the rgooth anniversary of the 

publication of the Digest (a.p. 533-1933), Stud: Bizantini e neoellenici, V (1939). 

711-34. 

. The Latin Sway in the Levant. Petrograd, 1923. 

. Lectures in Byzantine History. 1. The Period Until the Beginning of the 

Crusades (1081). Petrograd, 1917. II, part 1. Byzantium and the Crusaders. 

Petrograd, 1923. II, part 2. Latin Domination in the East. Petrograd, 1923. Il. 

part 3. The Fall of the Byzantine Empire. Leningrad, 1925. In Russian. Trans. 

into English from the Russian. Ragozina, Sarra Mironovna. History of the 

Byzantine Empire. 2 vols. (University of Wisconsin Studies in the Social Science: 

and History, nos. 13, 14.) Madison, Wis., 1928-29. Trans. into French from the 

English. Brodin, P. and Bourguina, A. Preface by Diehl, Charles. Hestoire de 

Empire Byzantine. 2 vols. Paris, 1932. The first volume trans. into Turkish 

from French ed. by Professor Arif Mifid Manzel. Ankara, 1943. Ed. and trans. 

into Spanish from the French. Luaces, Juan G. de and Masoliver, Ramon. Hu- 

toria del Imperio Bizantino. 2 vols. Barcelona, 1946. 

. “The Lifetime of Romanus the Melode,” Vizantiysky Vremenntk, VIII 

(1901), 435-78. In Russian. 

. “Medieval Ideas of the End of the World: West and East,” Byzantion, XV1. 
2 (1944), 462-502. 

. “The Origin of the Emperor Basil the Macedonian,” Vizantiysky Wremen- 
ntk, XII (1906), 148-65. In Russian. 

. “Pero Tafur, a Spanish Traveler of the Fifteenth Century and his visit t 
Constantinople, Trebizond and Italy,” Byzantion, VII (1932), 75-122. 

. “The Problem of Justinian’s Slavic Origin,” Vizantiysky Vremennik, | 
(1894), 469-92. In Russian. 

. “Quelques remarques sur les voyageurs du moyen age a Constantinople.” 
Mélanges Charles Diehl: Etudes sur Vhistoire et sur Vart de Byzance. Pans. 


1930. 


2 a ene 7 


Bibliography 795 


. “Review: Diehl and Marcais, Le Monde oriental,” Byzantinisch-neugrie- 

chische Jahrbucher, XI, 1 (1937), 114-19. 

. “The Slavs in Greece,” Vizantiysky Vremennik, V (1898), 404-38, 626-70. 

In Russian. 

. “The Transmission by Andreas Palaeologus of the Rights to Byzantium 

to the King of France, Charles VIII,” Papers Presented to N. I. Kareev. St. 

Petersburg, 1914. 

. “Il Viaggio dell’ Imperatore Bizantino Giovanni V Paleologo in Italia 
(1369-1371) e l’Unione di Roma del 1369,” Studs Bizantini e Neoellenict, III 
(1931), 151-93. 

Vasilievsky, V. G. “Byzantium and the Patzinaks,” Journal of the Ministry of Public 
Instruction, CLXIV (1872). Reprinted in Works, I. (1908). A masterpiece. In 
Russian. 

. “The Alliance of the Two Empires,” Slavyansky Sborntk, II (1877), 210-90. 

Reprinted in Works, IV (1930). Very important. In Russian. 

. “The Chronicle of Logothete in Slavonic and Greek,” Vizantiysky Vremen- 

nik, Il (1895), 78-151. In Russian. 

. “Epirotica saeculi xiii,” Vizantiysky Vremennik, III (1896), 233-99. 

. “The Legislation of the Iconoclasts,” Journal of the Ministry of Public In- 

struction, CXCIX, CC (1878). Reprinted in Works, IV (1930). In Russian. 

. “The Life of Stephen the Younger,” Works, II (1909). 

. “Lives of Meletius the Younger by Nicolaus bishop of Methone and of 

Theodore Prodromus,” Pravoslavny Palestinsky Sbornik, XVII (1886). In Rus- 

sian. 

. “Materials for the Internal History of the Byzantine State. Measures in 

Favor of Peasant Landownership,” Journal of the Ministry of Public Instruction, 

CCII (1879). Reprinted in Works, IV (1930), 250-331. Russian translation of 

the novels of the tenth century with a very important commentary. 

. “On the Life and Works of Simeon Metaphrastes,” Journal of the Ministry 

of Public Instruction, CCXII (1880), 379-437. In Russian. 

. “The Regeneration of the Bulgarian Patriarchate under the Tsar John 

Asen II,” Journal of the Ministry of Public Instruction, CCXXXVIII (1885). In 

Russian. 

. “Review: Th. I. Uspensky, The Formation of the Second Bulgarian King- 

dom,” Journal of the Ministry of Public Instruction, CCIV (1879), 144-217, 318- 

48. In Russian. Very important. 

. “Russian-Byzantine Fragments. II. On the History of the Years 976 to 986,” 

Journal of the Ministry of Public Instruction, CLXXXIV (1876), 162-78. Re- 

printed in Works, II (1909), 107-24. In Russian. 

. “The South Italian War (1156-57),” Slaviansky Sbornik, II (1876). Re- 

printed in Works, IV (1930). In Russian. 

. A Survey of Works on Byzantine History. St. Petersburg, 1890. In Russian. 

. “An Unpublished Funeral Oration of Basil of Ochrida,” Vizantiysky 

Vremennik, I (1894), 55-132. In Russian. 

. “The Varangian-Russian and Varangian-English Guard (druzhina) in Con- 

stantinople in the Eleventh and Twelfth Centuries,” Works, I (1908), 265-66. In 

Russian. 

. Works of V. G. Vasilievsky. 4 vols. St. Petersburg and Leningrad, 1908-30. 

In Russian. 


796 Bibliography 


Vast, H. Le cardinal Bessarion (1403-1472). Etude sur la chrétienté et la renaissance 
vers le milieu du XV° siecle. Paris, 1878. 

Veniero, A. “Paolo Silenziario,” Studio sulla letteratura bizantina del VI secolo. 
Catania, 1916. 

Vernadsky, G. “The Golden Horde, Egypt and Byzantium in their Mutual Rela- 
tions in the Reign of Michael Palaeologus,” Annales de l'Institut Kondakotr, | 
(1927), 73-84. In Russian. 

. “Die kirchlich-politische Lehre der Epanagoge und ihr Einfluss auf das 

russische Leben im XVII. Jahrhundert,” Byzantinisch-neugriechische Jahrbucher, 

VI (1928), 121-25. 

. “Notes on the Peasant Community in Byzantium,” Uchenitya Zapiski 

osnovanniya Russkoy Uchebnoy Kollegtey uv Prage, 1, 2 (1924), 81-97. In Russian. 

. “Sur les Origines de la loi agraire byzantine,” Byzantion, II (1926), 169-%9. 

——. “The Tactics of Leo the Wise and the Epanagoge,” Byzantion, VI (1931). 
333-35: 

Vernet, F. “Nicolas Cabasilas,” Dictionnaire de théologie catholique, I, 2 (1923), 
cols. 1292-95. 

. “Le second Concile oecuménique de Lyon, 7 mai—17 juillet 1274,” Dic- 
tionnatre de théologie catholique, 1X (1926), cols. 1374-91. Good bibliography. 

“Versus Pauli Diaconi XII.” Poetae Latini Aevt Carolini. (Monumenta Germanize 
Historica.) Berlin, 1881. 

Veselovsky, A. N. “Boccaccio, His Environment and Contemporaries,” Sbornik 
Otdelentya Russkago Yazyka 1 Slovesnosts, LIII (1893). Reprinted in Works, V 
(1915). In Russian. 

. “The Poem of Digenes,” Vestnik Evropy, (1875). In Russian. 

Vie de Saint Athanase I’ Athonite. Ed. Petit, L. Analecta Bollandiana, XXV (1906). 


5-89. 

Villehardouin, G. de. La Conquéte de Constantinople. Ed. Wailly, N. de Paris, 
1872. Ed. and trans. Faral, E. Paris, 1938-39. 

Viller, M. “La Question de l’union des églises entre Grecs et Latins depuis le con- 
cile de Lyon jusqu’a celui de Florence (1274-1438),” Revue d'histoire eccléstas- 
tique, XVI (1921), 260-305, 515-32. 

Vincent, H. and Abel, F. N. Bethléem: Le Sanctuaire de la Nativité. Paris, 1914. 

. Jérusalem. Recherches de topographie, d’archéologie et d'histoire. Paris, 
1914. 2nd ed., Paris, 1926. Bibliography. 

Vinogradov, P. “The Origin of Feudal Relations in Lombard Italy,” Journal of the 
Ministry of Public Instruction, CCVII (1880). In Russian. 

Vita Agapeti papae. Ed. Duchesne, L. Liber Pontificalis. Paris, 1886. 

Vita Euthymu: Ein Anecdoten zur Geschichte Leo's des Wetsen A.D. 886-912. 
Ed. de Boor, C. Berlin, 1888. In addition to the Greek text, de Boor gives a very 
valuable study on the Vita from the historical point of view. 

Vogt, A. Basile I% empereur de Byzance (867-86) et la civilisation byzantine a la 
fin du IX° stécle. Paris, 1908. 

. “La Jeunesse de Leon VI le Sage,” Revue historique, CLXXIV (1934). 
389-428. 

Vogt, J. Constantin der Grosse und sein Jahrhundert. Munich, 1949. 

de Vogiié, M. Les Eglises de la Terre Sainte. Paris, 1860. 

Voigt, G. Enea Silvio Piccolomini. Vol. I. Berlin, 1862. 


Bibliography 797 


Wagner, W. Trois Poémes du moyen age. Berlin, 1881. 

Warmington, E. The Commerce Between the Roman Empire and India. Cam- 
bridge, 1928. 

Wartenberg, G. “Das Geschichtswerk des Leon Diakonos,” Byzantinische Zeit- 
schrift, V1 (1897), 106-11, 285-317. 

. Das mittelgriechische Heldenlied von Basiletos Digenis Akritis. Ostern, 
1897. 

Warton, T. History of English Poetry. Ed. Hazlitt, W. C. Vol. II. London, 1871. 

Weil, G. Geschichte der Chalifen. 3 vols. Mannheim, 1846-51. 

Wellhausen, J. Das arabische Reich und sein Sturz. Berlin, 1902. 

. Die Kampfe der Araber mit den Roméern in der Zeit der Umayjaden. 
(Nachrichten von der Klassische Gesellschaft der Wissenschaften zu Gottingen. 
Philosophisch-historische Klasse.) Gottingen, 1gor. 

Wellnhofer, M. Johannes Apokaukos, Metropolit von Naupaktos in Aetolien (c. 
1155-1233). Sein Leben und seine Stellung in Despotate von Epirus unter 
Michael Doukas und Theodoros Komnenos. Freising, 1913. 

Wendel, C. Planudes in Paulys Real Encyclopddie. Neue Bearbeitung. XX (1950), 
2202-53. 

Whittemore, Thomas. The Mosaics of St. Sophia at Istambul. Preliminary reports, 
I-IV. Oxford, 1933-52. 

Wigram, W. A. An Introduction to the History of the Assyrian Church. London, 
IQI0. 

. The Separation of the Monophysites. London, 1923. 

Wilken, F. Andronihus Comnenus. Historisches Taschenbuch von Raumer. Vol. 
II. Leipzig, 1831. Out of date. 

. Rerum ab Alextio I, Joanne et Manuele Comnenis Gestarum Libri IV. Hei- 
delberg, 1811. Brief and out of date. 

Wilkenhauser, “Zur Frage der Existenz von Nizanischen Synodalprotocolen,” 
Gesammelte Studien. Ed. Dolger, F. Freiburg, 1913. 

William of Tyre. Historia rerum in partibus transmarinis gestarum. (Recueil des 
historiens des crotsades. Historiens occidentaux, 1, II.) Paris, 1869-81. Ed. and 
trans. Babcock, E. A. and Krey, A. C. William Archbishop of Tyre. A History 
of Deeds Done Beyond the Sea. New York, 1943. Ed. Paulin, M. Guillaume 
de Tyr et ses continuateurs: texte francais du XIII* stécle. 2 vols. Paris, 1879- 


80. 

Willibaldi. Vita. Ed. Pertz, G. H. (Monumenta Germantiae Historica. Scriptorum, 
XV.) Hanover, 1887. 

Winstedt, E. O. The Christian Topography of Cosmas Indicopleustes. Cambridge, 


1909. 

Wittek, P. “Deux Chapitres de l’histoire des Turcs de Roum,” Byzantion, XI 
(1936), 285-302. 

. Das Furstentum Mentesche. Studie zur Geschichte Westkleinasiens im 

13-15. Jahrhunderts. Istambul, 1934. 

. The Rise of the Ottoman Empire. London, 1938. Interesting. 

. “Von der byzantinischen zur tiirkischen Toponymie,” Byzantion, X (1935), 
12-53. 

Wolff, R. L. “The Second Bulgarian Empire; Its Origin and History to 1204,” 
Speculum, XXIV (1949), 167-206. 


798 Bibliography 


Wolters, P. “De Constantini Cephalae Anthologia,” Rheinisches Museum fur 
Philologte, XXXVIII (1883), 97-119. 

Wright, F. A. A History of Later Greek Literature from the Death of Alexander 
in 323 B.C. to the Death of Justinian in 565 A.D. New York, 1932. 

Wright, W. C. The Works of the Emperor Julian. With English trans. Cambridge. 


1913. 

Wright, W. S. (Ed.) The Chronicle of Joshua the Stylite, composed in Syriac AD. 
507. Cambridge, 1882. 

Wroth, W. Catalogue of the Imperial Byzantine Coins in the British Museum. 
London, 1908. 

de Xivrey, B. Mémaire sur la vie et les ouvrages de l'empereur Manuel Paléolozue. 
(Mémoires de l'Institut de France. Académie des inscriptions et belles-lettre:. 
XIX, 2). Paris, 1853. Excellent work on the personality and literary activity ct 
Manuel II together with a very good general description of his epoch. 

Yaballah III. “Histoire de Mar Jabalaha III, patriarche des Nestoriens (1281-1317). 
et du moine Rabban Cauma, ambassadeur du roi Argoun en Occident (1287).” 
Ed. and trans. Chabot, J. B. Revue de l’Orient Latin, II (1894), 82-87. 

. The History of Yaballaha lll Nestorien Patriarch and of his vicar Bar Sauma. 
Ed. and trans. Montgomery, J. A. New York, 1927. 

Yacut (Yaqut). Geographisches Worterbuch. Ed. Wistenfeld, H. F. 6 vols. Leip 
zig, 1866~70. 

Yahia Ibn Said Antiochensis. Annales. Ed. Cheikho. Beirut and Paris, 1gog. An- 
other ed. listed under Vasiliev. 

Yakovenko, P. On the History of Immunity in Byzantium. Yuryev, 1908. In Rus- 
sian. 

. “Review: Tafrali, Thessalonique au quatoriziéme siécle,” Vizantiysky 

Vremennik, XXI, 3-4 (1914). In Russian. 

. Studies in the Domain of Byzantine Charters. The Charters of the Neu' 
Monastery in the Island of Chios. Yuryev, 1917. In Russian. 

Yaqubi. Historiae. Ed. Houtsma, M. T. 2 vols. Leyden, 1883. 

Yewdale, R. B. Bohemond I, Prince of Antioch. Princeton, 1924. 

Yule, H. J. Cathay and the Ways Thither. (Publications of the Hakluyt Society, 
XXXVII.) London, 1914. 

Zacharia von Lingenthal, K. E. Collectio librorum juris graeco-romani ineditorum. 
Ecloga Leonts et Constantini. Leipzig, 1852. 

. Geschichte des griechish-romischen Rechts. 3rd ed., Berlin, 1892. 

——. Historiae juris graeco-romani delineatio. Heidelberg, 1839. 

. “Wissenschaft und Recht fur das Heer vom 6. bis zum Anfang des 10. 
Jahrhunderts,” Byzantinische Zeitschrift, Il (1894), 437-57. 

Zachariah of Mitylene. The Syriac Chronicle. Trans. Hamilton, F. J. and Brooks, 
E. W. London, 1899. 

Zakythinos, D. A. Le Chrysobulle d’ Alexis III Comnéne empereur de Trébizonde 
en faveur des Vénetiens. Paris, 1932. 

. Crise monetaire et crise économique &@ Byzance du XII* au XV* siecle. 
Athens, 1948. 

—_—. Le Despotat grec de Morée. Paris, 1932. A very fine piece of work. 

———. Oi YrAdBou év ‘EdAdSt. LupBodai eis rHv iotopiay tod pevamum«ov 
‘EAA nvio pod. Athens, 1945. Important. 


Bibliography 799 


. “Processus de féodalisation,” L’Hellénisme Contemporain (1948), 499-534. 

Zeller, C. F. Andronikus der Komnene Romischer Katser. Ein historisches Gemalde 
aus dem ost-rémischen Katserthume im zwolften Jahrhundert. Vol. 1. Stuttgart, 
1804. Out of date. 

Zenghelis, C. “Le Feu grégeois,” Byzantion, VII (1932), 265-86. 

Zepos, J. and P. (Eds.) Jus graecoromanum. Athens, 1930-31. 

Zernin, A. The Life and Literary Works of the Emperor Constantine Porphyro- 
genitus. Kharkov, 1858. In Russian. Out of date. 

Zervos, Chr. Un Philosophe néoplatonicien du XI° siécle. Michael Psellus, sa ve, 
son oeuvre, ses luttes philosophiques, son influence. Paris, 1920. Interesting. 

Ziebarth, E. “Kupuaxds 6 €€ “Ayxa@vos ev Heipe,” Hretpwrixa Xpovixa, II (1926), 
110-19. 

Zimmert, K. “Der deutsch-byzantinische Konflikt vom Juli 1189 bis Februar 1190,” 
Byzantinische Zeitschrift, X11 (1903), 42-77. 

Zinsser, Hans. Rats, Lice and History. Boston, 1935. 

Zlatarsky, V. N. “Accounts of the Bulgarians in the Chronicle of Simeon Meta- 
phrastes and Logothete,” Sbornik za Narodni umotvorentya, nauka i knizhnina, 
XXIV (1908). In Bulgarian. 

. “Bulgarian Chronology,” Jzvestia otdela russkago yazyka 1 slovesnosti 

Akademi Nauk, XVII, 2 (1912), 28-59. In Russian. 

. Geschichte der Bulgaren. 1. Von der Grundung des bulgarischen Reiches 
bis zur Tuirkenzezit (679-1396). (Bulgarische Bibliothek. Ed. Waigand, G. V.) 
Leipzig, 1918. 

——. The Greek-Bulgarian Alliance in the year 1204-5. Sofia, 1914. In Bulgarian. 

. A History of the State of Bulgaria in the Middle Ages. Sofia, 1919-34. In 

Bulgarian. Excellent. 

. “John Asen II,” Historical Bulgarian Library, I (1933), 1-55. In Bulgarian. 

. “The Letters of Nicholas Mysticus, Patriarch of Constantinople, to Simeon, 

Tsar of Bulgaria,” Sbornik za Ministerstvo Norodnago Prosveschentya, X (1894), 

372-428; XI (1894), 3-54; XII (1895), 121-211. In Bulgarian. 

. The Origin of Peter and Asen, Leaders of the Insurrection in 1185. Sofia, 

1933- In Bulgarian. 

. (Ed.) The Works of Drinov. Sofia, 1909. 

Zoras, Giorgio. Le corporazioni bizantine. Studio sull’ "Erapyixov BiBdiov dell’ 
smperatore Leone VI. Rome, 1931. 

Zosimus. Historia nova. Ed. Mendelssohn, L. Leipzig, 1887. 

Zotos, A. ‘Iwavyvns 6 Béxxos ratpiapyns Kwvoravrivovmd\ews véas ‘Pans. 
Munich, 1920. 


INDEX 


I enecnne (Abkhaz), 426 

Abbasids: Bagdad, 238; and western Arabs, 
278; end of, 600 

Abdallah al-Battal, Muhammedan hero, 238 

Abelard: compared to John Italus, 474-75 

Aboba, in Bulgaria: excavation at, 220, 318 

Abraham: and The Kaaba, 203; in Islam, 205 

Abu Bakr (Abu-Bekr), 211 

Abulfeda, Arab geographer: on Constanti- 
nople, 678 

Abydos, city on the Hellespont: Arabs at, 236; 
Byzantine customhouses, 485 

Abyssinia (Kingdom of Axum): Justin I and 
Justinian I, 131, 167; Monophysitism in, 131; 
in Cosmas Indicopleustes, 165 

Acacius, Patriarch of Constantinople: reli- 
gious policy of, 108; and the papacy, 109 

Acarnania, 518, 609 

Achaia: principality of, 464-65, 506; after the 
battle of Castoria, 537, 644; invaded by 
Charles of Anjou, 594 

Achelous River, 317 

Achilleid, Byzantine romance, 708-9 

Achilles, Trojan hero, 91 

Achrida. See Ochrida 

Acominatus, Michael, Metropolitan of Athens: 
on Andronicus I, 433, 434; on Peter Asen, 
443; career and culture, 492-93; on medieval 
Attica and Athens, 492-93, 464; and Eusta- 
thius of Thessalonica, 492, 495, 496; at Aos, 
493, 515; Theodore I Lascaris, 508, 515, 517, 
549 

Acre (Accra, Acca, St.Jean-d’-Acre), 453, 
615 

Acroinon (Afiun-Qara-Hisar), in Phrygia: 
battle of, 238 

Acropolis of Athens: fortified by the Catalans, 
464, 492, 607, 608 

Acropolita, George: on John Asen, 523-24; 
and Theodore II, 534; on the battle of 
Castoria, 536; on the recovery of Constanti- 
nople, 538; and Blemmydes, 549, 550; career, 
553; at Council of Lyons, 553, 554, 658 


Aegean Sea: Goths in, 84-85; Arabs in, 2:3 
214, 230, 305; and Thomas The Slavonian. 
275; and icon worship, 287, 358; Slavs in, 
218; Turkish pirates in, 384, 621; Veneta 
possessions in, 506, 581, 627; and the 
Genoese, 537, 625, 627-28; Albanians in, 
614-15; the Black Death, 626 

Aelia Capitolina, Roman colony in Jerusatem, 
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Aeneas, 58 

Aeschylus, 705 

Aetolia, 518 

Africa, North: under Diocletian and Cu2- 
stantine I, 62, 64; Vandals in, 104, 115, 134: 
artistic monuments in, 128; under Justinian 
I, 136, 138, 168; and the Judscatum, 153: 
exarchate of, 175, 227, 350, 575; in Corippus 
186; conquest of by Arabs, 212, 213, 215- 
16; Arab policy in, 217. See also Berbers. 

Agapetus, Deacon, 3 

Agapetus, Pope, 151 

Agathias, historian, 181, 186 

Age of Reason, attitude toward Byzantium. 
6-12 

Aghlabid dynasty, in Tunis, 278 

Agnes (Anna) of France: daughter of Louis 
VII and wife of Alexius II, 431; married 
Andronicus I, 433 

Ainalov, D. V.: on origins of Byzantine art. 
126; on the artistic renaissance under the 
Palaeologi, 710, 712 

Ain-Jalut: battle at, 600 

Aix-la-Chapelle (Aachen), 268 

Akephaloi, 108 

Akotmetoi: and the Henoticon, 108; and the 
Patriarch Anthimus, 151; and the Three 
Chapters controversy, 152 

Akritat: role of, 369; compared to western 
margraves and the Cossacks, 576; western 
retreat of, 602; in Bithynia, 602-3; and 
repressive legislation of Michael VIII, t« 3. 
681 

Akrites, Basil Digenes: Byzantine epic hevo. 
369-71 
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Alamanicon (alamanian): tax introduced by 
Alexius III, 449 

Alans: and Goths, 87 

Alaric Balta, Gothic chief: movements of, 91; 
master of soldiers in Illyricum, 91; sack of 
Rome, 97, 103 

Alaric II, Visigothic King: Breviary of, 102 

Albania: Albanians in Fallmerayer, 178; 
ethnology, relation to the Empire and his- 
tory, 525, 609, 613-14; and Charles of An- 
jou, 594; penetration into Greece, 613-15, 
638, 682 

Albanopolis, 613 

Albertoni, Aldo: Byzantine law, 41 

Albigensians: Paulician-Bogomile sect in 
France, 383 | 

Alboin, King of the Lombards, 172 

Alcuin, Carolingian scholar: and coronation 
of Charles the Great, 265-66 

Aleksei Mikhailovich, Russian Tsar, 342 

Alemanus, Nicholas: work in Byzantine his- 
tory, 3, 129 

Aleppo (Haleb): 127; seat of the Hamdanids, 
308; and Nicephorus Phocas, 308, 309, 391; 
under Basil II, 311 

Alexander, Bishop of Alexandria: and Arius, 
55; Council of Nicaea, 56; disgrace of, 57; 
and Constantius, 68 

Alexander, Emperor, son of Basil I: coruler 
of Leo VI, 301-2 

Alexander III, Pope: and Manuel I, 476-77 

Alexander IV, Pope: negotiations for union, 
544-45 

Alexander of Macedon: empire of, 61; and 
Hellenism, 88; Heraclius compared to, 197, 
417 

Alexandria: Arianism, 54-56; cultural center, 
54, 116-17, 120; and Caesar, 58; Hellenism, 
89; Monophysitism, 99, 105; lighthouse of, 
114; Alexandrian school, 117, 118; new Alex- 
andrian movement, 118; under Justinian, 
160; silk industry, 168; captured by Persians, 
196; conquered by the Arabs, 211; Mono- 
theletism, 222 

Alexandria, Patriarchate of: claims, 149; and 
the breach between Rome and Constanti- 
nople, 338-39; and the Union of Florence, 
674 

Alexius Comnenus, nephew of Manuel I: fa- 
vorite of Mary of Antioch, 377, 378, 433 

Alexius I Comnenus, Emperor: founder of 
the dynasty of the Comneni, 351; succession 
to throne, 353; career before elevation to 
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the throne, 375; appeal to Henry IV of Ger- 
many, 380; appeal to Venice, 380; and 
Robert Guiscard, 380-81; privileges to 
Venice, 381-82; struggle with Seljugs and 
Patzinaks, 382-85; and Tzachas, 384-85; 
and the Cumans, 385; and the message to 
Robert of Flanders, 386-88; appeals to 
Zvonimir, 388; and Serbs, 388; and Hun- 
gary, 388, 414; and Bohemond, 409-11; and 
the First Crusade, 388-89, 395, 396, 401-4, 
406-8; and the Council of Piacenza, 4o1- 
2; and the crusade of Peter the Hermit, 
404;.and Tancred, 411; estimate of his ac- 
complishments, 411-12; ecclesiastical policy, 
470-74; internal policy, 479-80; and letters, 
488-89; representative of provincial aristoc- 
racy, 552, 577; and Urban II, 475 

Alexius I Comnenus, Emperor of Trebizond, 
506, 577 

Alexius I] Comnenus, Emperor: succession to 
throne, 376; and Andronicus I, 378-79, 883- 
84; death of, 379; unrest and court intrigues, 
432-33 

Alexius III Angelus, Emperor: accession to 
throne and character, 439-40; and the Bul- 
garian problem, 444; and Henry VI, 448- 
49; negotiations with Innocent III, 451; and 
the Fourth Crusade, 454-60; relations with 
Pisa, 456; and the Eucharist controversy, 
478; privileges to Venice, 485; and Theo- 
dore Lascaris, 507, 515; given asylum by 
the Sultan of Rum, 514-15; mentioned, 462 

Alexius IV Angelus, Emperor: at the court of 
Philip of Swabia, 440, 455; proclaimed co- 
emperor, 440, 459; at Zara, 455; role in 
the Fourth Crusade, 455, 456, 457; and the 
demands of the crusaders, 460 

Alexius V Dukas Mourtzouphlos, Emperor: 
accession to the throne, 440; anti-Latin 
movement and the Fourth Crusade, 440, 
460; flees Constantinople, 461, 462, 508 

Alfonso the Magnanimous: eastern plans of, 
643, 672 

Algeria, 216 

Al-Harawy (El-Herewy), Arab traveler: on 
Constantinople, 482; on Nicaea, 512 

Ali: 211; and Muawiya, 213 

Allah: conception of, 202; cult of, 204 

Allatius, Leo: 3, 658; on the Council of St. 
Sophia in 1450, 675 

Allelengyon: and epibole, 348-9; and Nice- 
phorus I, 348-49; and Basil II, 348-49; and 
Romanus III, 349 
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Almagest, 491 

Al-Mahdi, Caliph, 238 

Alp Arslan: conquests of, 355; and Romanus 
Diogenes, 356 

Altai-Iran: and Byzantine art, 126 

Altar of Victory, at the Roman senate: re- 
moved, 68, 83; restored, 83 

Alvaro, Bishop of Cordova: on the Arabiciz- 
ing of Spain, 216 

Amann; on_ the 
332 

Amantos, Constantine, Greek scholar, 27 

Amari, Michele: on the Sicilian Vespers, 597- 
98 

Amaury I, King of Jerusalem: in Constanti- 
nople, 376, 428; in an inscription at Beth- 
lehem, 427 

Ambrose, Saint, Bishop of Milan: and Theo- 
dosius the Great, 82 

Amélineau, E., French scholar: on the con- 
quest of Egypt by the Arabs, 210 

Amisus (Samsun), city in Asia Minor: sacked 
by Arabs, 277 

Ammianus Marcellinus, pagan historian: on 
Julian, 71, 74, 76; work of, 125 

Amorion (Amorium), city in Phrygia: 
sacked by Mutasim, 276, 354 

Amorian (Phrygian) dynasty, 272 

Amr, Arab general, 211 

Anagnostes, John, 641, 691 

Anastasius I, Emperor: succession to throne, 
67, 129; and the Isaurians, 109; western 
policy of, 110-11; and Monophysitism, IIT; 
and the chrysargyron, 112; and the chryso- 
teleia, 113; and the vindices, 113; and the 
curiae, 113; and the colonate, 113; and the 
epibole, 113; and Clovis, 113; religious 
policy of, 115, 149; and Theodoric, 133; his 
reserve, 141; his relatives and the Nika re- 
volt, 154; rebellion against, 155; descent of, 
614 

Anastasius II] (Artemius), Emperor: succes- 
sion to throne, 194; relations with Rome, 
230; mentioned, 122, 229 

Anastasius, papal librarian and translator of 
Theophanes: on the origins of Leo III, 234, 
291-92 

Anastasius, Patriarch of Constantinople: and 
iconoclasm, 256 

Anatolici (Anatolikot): theme, 228, 250 

Anchialus: battle of, 317, city, 177 

Ancona: quarters at Constantinople, 616 

Andreades, A., Greek scholar, 482 


second Photian schism, 
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Andreas Palaeologus: transmits his rights to 
Byzantine throne, 590 

Andreev, I. D.: on number of monastic estab- 
lishments, 256-57; on the Council of, 752. 
261; on iconoclasm, 263 — 

Andrew of Crete: hymns of, 233 

Andronicus I Comnenus, Emperor: caresr 
and character of, 377-79; and the govern 
ment of Mary of Antioch, 377, 379, 433: de- 
thronement and death, 379, 438; internz! 
policy, 433-34, 438, 481, 483-84; and large 
landowners, 434-35, 577; external policy. 
435-37; ecclesiastical policy, 477; historian 
of, 494, 502; patron of arts and letters, ** 

Andronicus II Palaeologus (the Elder), Em- 
peror: and rebellion of Andronicus II, 38s: 
succession to throne, 583; and Venice, Sc0: 
external developments under, 603, 604, '5- 
8, 612, 615-17; and the Catalans, tag: 
and Genoese, 615, 616; revokes union cf 
Lyons, 663; and the Arsenites, 663; Athcs. 
664; ecclesiastical organization, 663-5: 
fleet, 681; coinage reform, 686 ; 

Andronicus III Palaeologus (the Younger’. 
Emperor: accession to throne, 584; and 
John Cantacuzene, 584; external develop 
ments under, 603, 608-9, 612-13, 614, 615- 
17, 621; and Bulgars, 612; and Albanians. 
2 . coinage reform, 686; menuoned, 5*3 

I 

Andronicus IV Palaeologus, Emperor: acces- 
sion to throne, 586, 627 

Angeli, dynasty of: provenance, 438; Caesare 
papism, 469-70; and papacy, 470, 478; large 
landownership and, 483, 577; commercial 
situation under, 486-87; and the Comneni, 
583 

Angeli, Epirotic, 518 

Angelus, Constantine: grandfather of Isaac 
II, 438 

Anglo-Saxons: in Byzantine army, 484 

Angora, battle of: significance, 634-36, 641 

Ani, in Armenia: cathedral of, 233, 372; seat 
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of the Bagratids, 314; annexed, 315 

Anna, Russian princess: wife of John VIII. 
588 

Anna, sister of Basil II: married to Vladimi-. 
323 

Anna, wife of Theodore Lascaris, 507 

Anna Comnena: and letters in Byzantium. 
366; intrigues of, 375; on Alexius I, 380, 3%, 
388; on the First Crusade, 404; work of. 
489-90; mentioned, 386, 410, 470 
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Anna Dalassena: and letters, 488 

Anne of Hungary, wife of Andronicus II, 583 

Anne of Savoy, wife of Andronicus III: and 
John Cantacuzene, 584-85, 628 

Annual of the Society of Byzantine Studies 
(’Ezernpis ‘Erapeias Bvgavtwav r- 
ovdev), 40-41 

Ansbert, narrator of Frederick Barbarossa’s 
crusade: on the Second Bulgarian Kingdom, 
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Anselm of Havelberg: in Constantinople, 476 

Anthemius of Tralles, architect, 188, 189 

Anthemius, praetorian prefect, 103 

Anthimus, Bishop of Trapezus (Trebizond): 
and Monophysitism, 151 

Antioch, in Syria: Arianism and, 55; and 
Julian, 75-76; Nestorianism, 98; mint at, 
114; cultural center, 117; exegetical school 
of, 118; art and churches of, 127; captured 
by Persians, 139, 195; silk industry in, 168; 
captured by the Arabs, 211; Monotheletism, 
222; image worship, 225; under Nicephorus 
Phocas and John Tzimisces, 308-9, 311, 391; 
captured by the Seljuqs, 394; and the First 
Crusade, 408-9; and Alexius I, 410-11; and 
John II, 416; under Manuel I, 426-27; and 
Nur-ad-Din Mahmud, 444-45; mentioned, 
94, 95, 120, 125, 149, 313, 418, 419, 453 

Antioch, patriarchate of: and church unity, 
149; and the breach between Rome and 
Constantinople, 338-39; papacy and, 542; 
and the Union of Florence, 674 

Antoniades, E. M., Greek scholar: on Saint 
Sophia, 539 

apelatai, 369 

Apions, the Egyptian landowning family, 158, 
573 

Apocaucus, Alexius: partisan of Anne of 
Savoy, 584-85, 588 

Apocaucus, John, Metropolitan of Naupactus 
(Lepanto): correspondence of, 518, 521; 
career of, 559-61, 562 

Apollinarius the Elder, Christian writer: and 
Julian’s school reform, 74-75 

Apollinarius the Younger, Christian writer: 
and Julian's school reform, 75 

Apollo, sol invictus: cult of, 49 

Apollo the Pythian, 58 

Apostolius, Michael: on Bessarion, 721 

Apulia: invaded by Otto I, 328; and Nice- 
phorus Phocas, 336; Latin church influence, 
338; Norman conquest, 359-361, 380, 381, 
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Aquinas, Thomas: 658; his Summa translated 
by Cydones, 695 

Arabia: geography, 200; before Muhammed, 
200-3; under Muhammed, 204-5, 207 

Arabissus, Cappadocian city: and Maurice, 
130 

Arabs: menace of and the creation of the 
theme system, 176, 227; before Muhammed, 
200-3; after Muhammed, 204-7; causes of 
conquests, 207-10; Mesopotamia and Persia, 
211; conquest of Palestine and Syria, 211, 
216-17; Egypt, 211-12, 216-17; Cyprus, 212; 
in the Aegean, 212, 305; conquests and 
repercussions on Byzantium, 212-13; first 
siege of Constantinople, 214-15; North 
Africa, 215-16, 217-18; Spain, 216; in Asia 
Minor, 230, 236, 238-39, 303, 304, 305, 306; 
second siege of Constantinople, 236; arrested 
at Poitiers, 237; and the Khazars, 238; rela- 
tions with Byzantium in the ninth century, 
273-74, 276-77; and Thomas the Slavonian, 
274-75; and the Slavs of the Peloponnesus, 
278; capture of Crete, 278-79; Western 
Arabs, conquests of, 279-81; Sicily and 
southern Italy, 279, 280, 303-6, 309, 312-13; 
Malta, 304; Byzantine offensive in the tenth 
and eleventh centuries, 305-12; relations 
under the successors of Basil II, 312-13; Ar- 
menia and, 313-15; attitude to Christians, 
393, 398-99; influence of Arabian science 
in Byzantium, 705-6 

Aragon, 604, 627, 631 

Arcadia: reconquered from Franks, 609 

Arcadius, Emperor: succession to throne, 60; 
favorites, 90; and Yezdegerd I, 96; and the 
Gothic problem, 104, 114; mentioned, 127 

Archipelago. See Aegean Sea 

Archontatus, provincial district, 350 

Arethas, Archbishop of Caesarea: his work 
and culture, 364 

Argentoratum (Strassburg), 70 

Argos: sacked by Goths, 85, 91 

Ariadne, wife of Zeno the Isaurian: marries 
Anastasius I, 67, rog 

Arianism: origin and condemnation, 55-56; 
rehabilitated, 57; Constantius and, 67; 
Jovian and, 78; Valens, 78-79; and Theo- 
dosius the Great, 80; and the Goths, 86; in 
the fifth century, 88; in Syria and Egypt, go; 
and Justinian, 149 

Aristophanes: study and imitation of, 488, 499, 
560, 705 

Aristotle: study, influence, and position in 
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Aristotle (continued) 
Byzantium, 185, 473, 490, §52, 553, 560, 653, 
699, 700, 702 

Arius, 54-57 

Armenia: Hellenism in, 88; art, 126, 233, 372; 
Justinian, 168; and Heraclius, 227; Basil I 
and Leo VI, 303-4; struggle for, 313; polit- 
ical division, 313; Arab occupation, 313-14; 
Armenian Kingdom, 314; annexation of, 
315, 355; conquest by Alp Arslan, 355; Ar- 
menians in the Balkans, 383; Seljuq occupa- 
tion, 401; Mongols, 530 

Armeniaci (Armeniakoi), theme, 228 

Armenia Minor, in Cilicia: origins of and rela- 
tions with Constantinople, 415, 437, 447, 448 

Arnold of Brescia, 419 

Arpad, dynasty of: kings of Hungary, 388 

Arsacids, Armenian dynasty, 193 

Arsenites, 659, 661-63 

Arsenius, Patriarch of Constantinople: at 
Nicaea, 544; fortunes and ideology of, 661 

Art: origins of Byzantine art, 126, 709-10; 
First Golden Age, 128, 187-92, 233; icono- 
clastic, 289, 372; Second Golden Age, 371- 
74, 503; artistic renaissance under the Palae- 
ologi, 562, 709 

Arta, 518 

Artavasdus: rebellion of, 260 

Ascalon, 437 

Ascholius, Bishop of Thessalonica: baptism of 
Theodosius I, 79 

Ascold, Russian prince, 278 

Asen, Bulgarian dynasty: and the Second Bul- 
garian Kingdom, 441-42, 443, 444, 609, 618 

Ashburner, W.: on Rural Code, 246; on 
Rhodian Law, 248 

Ashot I Bagratid (Bagratuni), King of Ar- 
menia, 314 

Ashot II, King of Armenia, 314 

Ashot III, King of Armenia: and John 
Tzimisces, 310 

Asia Minor: and Goths, 84, 87, 95; Hellenism 
in, 89; Monophysitism in, 107, 115; artistic 
tradition of, 126-27; Persians in, 196-97; 
Slavs in, 218, 219, 228; Arabs in, 230, 236, 
238-39, 273-74, 276-77, 303-6, 305-8; Icono- 
clasm and, 260; and Thomas the Slavonian, 
274-76; large landownership in, 276, 577; 
insurrections of Bardas Sclerus and Bardas 
Phocas, 311, 347-48; clisurae in, 351; Seljuqs 
in, 355-58, 382-83, 384, 385, 394-95, 402, 
403; First Crusade, 408, 409; under John 
II and Manuel I, 415-17; under Isaac II, 
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439; and the Partitio Romanie, 443. 5° S—: 
under the Lascarids, 508, 514-15: insad=< 
by the Mongols, 530-31, 600: plague ct 5:2 
162; Ottomans in, 587-85, fog, O21: uTczr 
Michael VIII, 602; Catalans in, 600; Timur 
in, 635 

Aspar: influence of, 104; fall of, ro4 

Asparuch (Isperich), Bulgarian chief, 215. 22: 

Assemani, Italian scholar, 278 

Asstses of Antioch, 579 

Assises of Jerusalem (Letters of the Hu + 
Sepulchre), 578 

Atabeg, 418 

Athanasius, Athonian monk: founder of t*: 
Meteora, 621 

Athanasius, Saint Abbot of the Great Lauvs 
on Mt. Athos: and cenobitic monasticism 
on Mt. Athos, 337 

Athanasius of Alexandria: Arius and <Arian- 
ism, 55-57; and Constantius, 68; writer, 121: 
in Maximus the Conqueror, 232 

Athanasius of Athos, Saint, 335 


correspondence of, 696 

Athena Promachus, 91 

Athenais (Eudocia), wife of Theodosius I: 
66; writer, 97, 125 

Athens: Julian in, 70; pagan school of. §2, 
100, 117, 126; sacked by Gothic pirates. $5: 
and Alaric, 91; Proclus in, 125: and Eudocia 
Athenais, 125; school of, closed by Justinian. 
150, 187; Constans IT in, 221; Slavs in, 23°; 
sacked by Roger II, 421; Boniface of Mont. 
ferrat and Othon de la Roche, 464: Duchy 
of Athens and Thebes, 464, 506; in the writ- 
ings of Michael Acominatus, 492-94: con- 
quered by the Catalans, 607: Catalan unt 
versity, 608; and Bayazid, 631; conquered 
by Muhammed I], 654 

Athos, Mount (Holy Mountain): cenobdiuc 
monasticism, 337; hermits, 337; Nicephorus 
Phocas and John Tzimisces, 337; building 
under the Macedonians, 373; Alexius I and 
Manuel I, 471; immunities, 571; arts: 
monuments of the epoch of the Palacologi, 
582, 709, 711; and the Catalans, 60-7, and 
Stephen Dushan, 618-19; Turkish attacks. 
621; reforms under Andronicus II, %3—s: 
and the Hesychast movement, 654, 6457. 
668-70; archives of, 677; menuoned, 57. 
612 

Attalia (Satalia), in Asia Minor: fortified, 385 

Attaliates, Michael, writer, 371 
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Attalids: government of, 61 

Attica: Goths in, 91; Slavonization of, 178; 
Albanians in, 615 

Attic dialect: and Byzantine purism, 488 

Attila: and Priscus, 98; Constantinople and, 
103; and Ostrogoths, 107 

Atzig, Turkish general: activity of, 394 

Augustalis, Egyptian official, 160 

Augusta Trevirorum (Trier, Treves), 63 

Augustine, Saint: on Julian, 74; writer, 125 

Augustus, Roman Emperor, 60 

Aurelian, Emperor: and autocracy, 61; resti- 
tutor orbis, 61, 85; vacates Dacia, 85; and 
Palmyra, 201 

Aurelian, prefect of Constantinople: anti- 
German party, 92, 94 

Aurispa, Giovanni: in Byzantium, 722 

Autorianus, Michael: Patriarch of Constanti- 
nople at Nicaea, 511, 541 

Avars: invade Byzantine provinces in the 
Balkans, 170-77; in Pannonia, 171; Avaro- 
Slavic incursions into Greece, 171-72, 176- 
79; with Lombards vs. Gepids, 172; his- 
torical role of, 177; Avaro-Slavic incursions 
under Heraclius, 196-99; and the 626 siege 
of Constantinople, 197, 218 

Avignon: papacy at, 633, 670 

Axum, Abyssinian Kingdom of. See Abyssinia 

Ayla, Byzantine port, 167 

Ayyoubids, Egyptian dynasty, 453 

Azarevitch: on Byzantine law, 41 

Azyme: and the Council of Lyons, 658 


B \B el Mandeb, Strait of, 131 

Babylonian Captivity, 670 

Racon, Roger, 718 

Bagdad: foundation of, 238; and Constanti- 
nople, 298; break up of the Caliphate of, 
354-55; taken by Hulagu, 600 

Bagratids (Bagratuni), Armenian dynasty, 
314, 315 

Bailly, Auguste, 30 

Baldwin of Flanders: in the Fourth Crusade, 
452; elected emperor at Constantinople, 
462-63, 506; and Innocent III, 467-68; cap- 
tured by Bulgars, 509-10 

Baldwin, brother of Godfrey of Bouillon: and 
the First Crusade, 405; and the principality 
of Edessa, 408 

Baldwin II, Latin Emperor: succession to 
throne, 524; appeal for help to the West, 
526; flees the Empire, 538; in the court of 
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Manfred, 591; treaty of Viterbo with Charles 
of Anjou, 592, 595; mentioned, 537, 543 
Baldwin III, King of Jerusalem: and Manuel 
I, 426 

Balearic Islands: and Justinian, 136, 138; and 
Heraclius, 196 

Balsamon, Theodore: Patriarch of Antioch, 
470 

Baltic Sea, 84 

Banduri, Benedictine monk and scholar, 5 

Barbaro, Nicolo: on the siege and capture of 
Constantinople, 647, 649 

Barcelona, archives of, 608, 643 

Bardanes, George, Metropolitan of Corcyra: 
life and work, 559, 561-62 

Bardas, Caesar, uncle of Michael III: influ- 
ence, 273; and the Higher School of Con- 
stantinople, 296 

Bardas Phocas: rebellion of, 310, 311, 323, 347 

Bardas Scleros: rebellion of, 311, 347 

Bardenhewer, Otto: and Byzantine literature, 
31 

Bari: and Arabs, 280; Louis II and, 303; By- 
zantine authority restored, 326; residence of 
the Catapan of Italy, 328; captured by Guis- 
card, 360-61; captured by Manuel I and re- 
captured by William I and razed, 424 

Barlaam: and the Hesychast movement, 668- 
69; Italian humanism and, 714-15 

Barlaam and Josaphat: Byzantine romance, 
294-95 

Barlaamites, 669 

Baronius, Cardinal: on George Bardanes, 561 

Barsky, V. G.: and Athonian archives, 676 

Barthold, V.: quoted, 237 

Basel, Council of: and the matter of union, 
672-73; transferred to Ferrara, 673 

Basil, Archbishop of Thessalonica, 476 

Basil I, Emperor: on the Ecloga, 243, 244; 
origins, career, and accession to throne, 273, 
301; and the Photian question, 290; and the 
Paulicians, 303; and the eastern Arabs, 303- 
4; and the western Arabs, 303-4; and Louis 
II, 303, 326; and Armenia, 304, 314; and Bul- 
garia, 315-16; ecclesiastical policy of, 330- 
32; and the Bulgarian church, 331; mon- 
asterial laws of, 336; legislative activity of, 
339-42, 345; construction activity under, 
372-73; and Athonian monasteries, 571 

Basil II, Emperor: succession to throne, 302; 
the rebellion of Bardas Phocas, 310, 311, 323, 
347; and the eastern Arabs, 311; and the 
rebellion of Bardas Phocas and Sclerus, 311, 
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Basil I], Emperor (continued) 
347-48; and the western Arabs, 312; Ar- 
menian policy of, 315; Bulgarian war, 319- 
20; relations with Vladimir, 323; church 
and monastic property, 336; social legisla- 
tion of, 347-49; and letters, 366; “crusades” 
of, 403; and the Serbs, 414; mentioned, 313, 
369, 441, 511, 577 

Basil, monk: Bogomile leader, 473 

Basil, Patriarch of Jerusalem: and image wor- 
ship, 287 

Basileus: as a ttle, 199 

Rasilics: and the Rhodian law, 248; descrip- 
tion of, 342-43; mentioned, 336, 344, 345, 
371, 705 

Basil the Great: 117, 118; pupil of Libanius, 
124 

Batiffol, P.: on Constantine I, 48 

Batu, grandson of Jenghiz Khan: invasions of, 


530 
Bayar samosud: compared to immunitas, 272- 
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Bayazid I, Ottoman Sultan: and the rebellion 
of John VII, 586; Manuel II serves under, 
587-88; succeeds Murad I, 624; and Manuel 
II, 629-30; devastates Greece, 631; and Mar- 
shall Boucicaut, 632; and Timur, 635; 
quoted on Manuel II, 635; fortifies the 
Bosphorus, 647 

Bayet, French scholar: on Byzantine art, 42 

Baynes, Norman H.: on J. B. Bury, 20; work 
in Byzantine history, 30, 41-42; on the 
fortifications of Constantinople, 104; on the 
Scriptores Historiae Augustae, 124; on Am- 
mianus Marcellinus, 125 

Beccus, John, Patriarch of Constantinople: 
and the union, 658, 659; career and work, 
694; and Gregory of Cyprus, 696 

Bedouins, 200, 202, 208 

Bees, N. A., 40 

Beirut (Berytus), in Syria: cultural center, 
117; law school at, 147; silk factories at, 168; 
captured by Saladin, 445 . 

Peladsori, Arab historian: on secessionist senti- 
ment in the Empire, 209 

Belisarius, General: and Vandals, 135, 136; 
and the Nika revolt, 135, 157; Italian cam- 
paigns of, 136-137; recalled, 137; and the 
Persian campaigns, 139; and the Kotrigurs, 
140; and his wife in Procopius, 180 

Bell, H. [., 42, 187, 210 

Bellini, Gentile: stay at Constantinople and 
portrait of Muhammed II, 646 


Index 


Belthandros and Chrysantza, Byzantine 1: 
mance, 557, 707, 708 

Beneficium: 546, 564; compared to the K4ar:- 
stikion, 565; and agri limitane:, 5f6, $e 

Benesevic, V., Russian scholar, 350 

Beneventum: occupied by the Lombards, 172: 
battle of, 592 

Beneventum, duchy of, 280, 327 

Benjamin of Tudela, Jewish traveler: on Cos-- 
stantinople, 481-82 

Berbers (Moors): and the Vandals, 135; unde: 
Justinian I, 136; menace of and the exar. 
chate system, 175-76, 227; and the Arais, 
213, 217-18; converted to Islam, 218 

Berke (Bereke), Khan of the Golden Hurde: 
and Michael VIII, 601 

Bernard of Clairvaux: and the Second Cru- 
sade, 419; and the alliance between Manuc! 
I and Conrad III, 423 

Bertrand du Guesclin: hero of a roman d'azen- 
ture, 558 

Bertrandon de la Broquiere: descripuon ot 
Constantinople, 642; commercial concourse 
at Constantinople, 684-85 

Berytus. See Beirut 

Bessarabia, 705 

Bessarion of Nicaea, Cardinal: on the fall of 
Constantinople, 655; at the Council of Fer- 
rara, 673; career, culture, and influence. 
696, 719-21; portrait of, 720; menuoned. 
697, 712 

Bethlehem, churches of, 127 

Beybars, Mameluk, Sultan of Egypt, 601 

Bezobrazov, P. V.: translator of Hertzberg. 
19-20; account of Byzantine history, 3a, 4u: 
on John Italus, 474; on the KAurtstikion. 
565 

Bible: recasting of, 75 

Biblioteca Laurenziana, 673 

Bikelas, D., Greek literary man: on the Cru. 
sades, 407 

Birkbeck Hill, 9 

Bithynia: Slavs in, 218, 228; Empire of Nicaea. 
508; akritat in, 602-3, 681 

Bizilli, P., 455 

Blachernae, palace at Constantinople: erected, 
503; devastated, 581; Muhammed II takes 
residence in, 653 

Black Death: origin and spread, 626 

Black Sea (the Euxine): Greek colonies, 58. 
84; trade, 60; Goths, 84; Persians and, 139; 
Genoese and Pisan preserve, 537: Genoese 
in, 581; conflict of Genoese and Venetian 
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imterests, 616, 625-26; and the Peace of 
Turin, 628 

Blanche, queen of France: Pope Honorius III 
to, 465, 522-23 

Blemmydes, Nicephorus: on Nicaea, 512; 
teacher of Theodore II Lascaris, 534; and 
the Council of Nicaea-Nymphaeum, 543; 
life, work, and culture, 549-53, 699; influ- 
ence of in the East and West, 552-53; pupils 
of, 553; and John Beccus, 694; mentioned, 
544, 547, 554, 712 

Blemyes, African people of the Upper Nile: 
and Justinian I, 141 

Blues (Venetoi), circus faction: 155-57, in 
Rome, 156 

Bobtchev, Bulgarian scholar: on the Brevi- 
aritum, 102 

Boccaccio: on the Black Death, 626; and Meli- 
teniotes, 707; on Barlaam, 715; and Leon- 
tius Pilatus, 716-17 

Boeotia: devastated by the 
Albanians in, 615 

Bogisi¢, Croatian scholar: on the Breviarium, 
102 

Bogomile: apostle of Paulician doctrine in 
Bulgaria, 383 

Bogomiles: Alexius I and, 473; and Patzinaks, 
383; spread of Bogomile doctrine, 383. See 
also Paulicians and Cathari 

Bohemia: Mongol invasion, 530 

Bohemond of Tarentum: Balkan campaign of 
Guiscard, 380-81; and the First Crusade, 
405-6; Prince of Antioch, 408; and Alexius 
I, 409-11; Balkan expedition of, 410-11; cap- 
tured by Malik Ghazi, 410 

Boissier, G.: on Constantine I, 45, 48; on 
Julian, 77 

Bolotov, V., Russian scholar: on number of 
Christians in the fourth century, 47 

Bonaventura, Cardinal: and the Council of 
Lyons, 658 

Boniak, Cuman Khan: and Alexius I, 385 

Book of the Eparch (Book of the Prefect): 
described, 343-45 

Borane, Persian queen: and Heraclius, 199 

Boris (Bogoris), Khan of Bulgaria: and the 
matter of the introduction of Roman law 
in Bulgaria, 102-3; relations with Rome 
and Constantinople, 282-83, 315, 331 

Bosnia: Bogomiles in, 383 

Bosphorus, Straits: 57; Goths, 84; Russians, 
322; under Michael VIII, 580; controlled 
by the Genoese, 616, 625; blockaded by 


Goths, 91; 
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Bayazid, 632; and Muhammed II, 646; in 
Turkish legend, 649 

Bosporus, Kingdom of (Crimean peninsula): 
cultural and commercial role of, 84, 140-41 

Bothra (Bosra), Byzantine fortress: falls to 
the Arabs, 211 

Boucicaut, Marshal: expedition of, 632, 633 

Brehier, Louis: and Byzantine studies, 2%, 42; 
on the effects of the Arab conquests, 212; 
on iconoclasm, 253; on the schism of 1054, 
339; on the letter of Alexius I to Robert of 
Flanders, 387; on Byzantium and Palestine, 
392; on the art of the epoch of the Palae- 
ologi, 710-11; mentioned, 450, 670 

Breviary of Alaric. See Lex Romana Vist- 
gothorum 

Brindisi: captured by Guiscard, 360; Manuel | 
defeated by William I of Sicily, 424; pro- 
jected meeting between Gregory X and 
Michael VIII, 596 

Britain: in the tetrarchy settlement, 63, 64 

Brosset, M., French orientalist, 11 

Brundisium. See Brindisi 

Brusa, in Asia Minor: held against the Otto- 
mans, 604; captured by the Ottomans, 608 

Bruttium: Calabria in Byzantine period, 279 

Bryanzev, D.: on John Italus, 474 

Bryce, James: on Justinian I, 129; on the 
coronation of Charlemagne, 265; on Otto 
III, 329 

Bryennius, Joseph: and the Latins, 672 

Bryennius, Nicephorus: plots on his behalf, 
375; work of, 489 

Bucellarians: troops, 250 

Bucellarians, theme of the, 250 

Buddha, legend of: in the romance Barlaam 
and Josaphat, 294 

Bukhara, 163 

Bulgaria (and Bulgarians, Bulgars): Bulgars, 
appearance, origins, and raids under Ana- 
stasius I, go, 109, 115, 219; Roman law in, 
102; Bulgarian church, Constantinople and 
Rome, 102, 282-83, 315, 318, 331, 444, 526; 
in the army of Vitalian, 111; raids under 
Justinian, 140; 1n Procopius, 140; First Bul- 
garian Kingdom, formation of, 219; and 
Slavs, 219-20; attacks of and the creation 
of the theme system, 227; and Justinian II, 
194, 239; and Leo III, 236, 239; under Leo 
III’s_ successors, 239-40; offensive under 
Krum, 281; relations with Constantinople 
under Omurtag and Boris, 281-83, 303, 315; 
conversion to Christianity, 282-83, 318, 331; 
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Bulgaria (continued) 
Roman law in, 102; developments under 
Simeon, 315-18; “Great Bulgaria,” 318-19; 
under Peter, 319; Nicephorus Phocas and 
John Tzimisces and the annexation of east- 
ern Bulgaria, 319; rule of Samuel, 319-20; 
First Bulgarian Kingdom annexed by Basil 
II, 320; in the army of Romanus Diogenes, 
356; Second Bulgarian Kingdom, forma- 
tion of, 441, 443, 485, 506, 609; and the 
Wallachian element, 441-42; alliance with 
Serbia, 443, and Frederick Barbarossa, 443; 
role in the civil strife of the fourteenth and 
fifteenth centuries, 508; and papacy, 444; 
role of under Kalojan and John II Asen, 
509-11, 523-26; under successors of John 
II Asen, 532; in alliance with Charles of 
Anjou, 595, 597; and Albanians, 614; re- 
duced by the Ottomans, 624; in the By- 
zantine army, 680 

Buondelmonti of Florence, Italian traveler: 
on the Church of the Holy Apostles, 678 

Burckhardt, Jacob: on Constantine, 45-46, 47 

Burgundio of Pisa: at Constantinople, 476 

Bury, J. B.: and Gibbon, 10, 11; work and in- 
terpretation of Byzantine history, 20-3, 
30; Cambridge Medieval History, 25; on 
Justinian, 169; on Heraclius, 199; on Leo 
III, 236; on the recognition of the claim of 
Charlemagne, 268-69; on iconoclasm, 287; 
on the De Administrando Imperit, 362; on 
the Digenes cycle, 370; on Byzantine ro- 
mance, 557, 559; on the feudalizing proc- 
esses in Byzantium, 577 

Bussell, F. W.: interpretation of Byzantine 
history, 24-25 

Busta Gallorum, in Umbria: battle of, 137 

Byron, George Gordon, Lord: and Finlay, 13 

Byron, Robert, 30 

Byzantine Institute of America: and the 
mosaics of St. Sophia, 190 

Byzantinische Zeitschrift, 39-40 

Byzantinisch-Neugriechische Jahrbucher, 40 

Byzantion, 40-41 

Byzantis, 40 

Byzantium, Megarian colony: foundation and 
advantages of, 57; history of, 58, 84 

Byzas: founder of Byzantium, 57 


‘oer Nicholas: and the zealots of 
Thessalonica, 664, 683; work and culture of, 
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Caesar, Julius: intentions to transfer capitz'. 
58; translator of, 7or1 

Caesarea, in Cappadocia, sacked by Servs. 
355 

Caesarea, in Palestine: political capital. 5z: 
and letters, 119; occupied by John Tziumisxs, 
310; sacked by the Seljuqs, 355 

Caesaropapism: Justinian, 148-59; and che 
exarchate, 175; Leo III, 257-58; Nicephorzs 
I, 283, 334; the Comneni and the Ange:, 
469-70 

Caetani, L., Italian scholar: Muhammed’s c- 
jectives, 206; Arab conquests, 208 

Caffa, 685 

Calabria: poll tax in, 251; signification in pre- 
Byzantine period, 279-80; theme of, 327. 
350; Latin church influence, 336, 33%: e<- 
clesiastical measure of Nichephorus Phocas, 
336; Greek tradition in, 717-18 

Calecas, Manuel, 695 

Caligula, Emperor: and the diadem, 61 

Calixtus II, Pope: and John II Comnenus, :™ 

Callimachus and Chrysorroé, Byzantine ro 
mance, 559 

Callinicus, inventor of Greek fire, 214 

Callipolis: Ottomans in, 622-23, 624 

Camaterus, John, Patriarch of Constantinop!e: 
and Theodore Lascaris, 508, 511; his role in 
the Greco-Bulgarian alliance of 1204-5, 50, 
541 

Cambridge Medieval History, 25 

Cameniates, John: and the sack of Thessa- 
lonica, 305, 364-65 

Campania: Byzantine authority in the ninth 
century, 280 

Cananus, John, 691 

Cananus, Lascaris: on the attack of Murad II 
on Constantinople, 640; work, 691 

Canard, M., 370, 602 

Candia (Chandax). See Crete 

Cannae, battle of, 329 

Cantacuzene. See John and Mathew Canta- 
cuzene 

Cappadocia, in Asia Minor: literary activity 
in, 117; the “three Cappadocians,” 117: 
large landowners in, 158, 573; rock<u: 
frescoed churches in, 373; devastated bv 
Alp Arslan, 355; frescoes of the eleventh and 
twelfth centuries in, 504; and the Digenes 
Akritas epic, 369 

Caravisionorum (Cibyrrhaeot), theme, 228 

Caria, 550 

Carolingians, 576 
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Carthage, in North Africa: seat of the African 
exarch, 175; captured by the Arabs, 216 

Carthage, in Spain, 137 

Cassiodorus, Latin writer: and Priscus, 125 

Castoria, battle of: 536; significance, 537, 580 

Catalan Companies: career in Byzantium, 604- 
8, 680; Catalan Duchy of Athens, 607-8; 
their government, 607-8; historians of the 
Catalan expedition, 689 

Catalaunian Plain, battle of: eclipse of the 
Huns, 104 

Catapan, 328 

Cathari, Paulician-Bogomile sect, 383 

Catherine de Courtenay, 584 

“Catholicos,” 97, 99 

Cato the Elder: translated into Greek, 701 

Caucasus, 84, 197, 665 

Cedrenus, George, chronicler, 502 

Cefalu, 504 

Celestine, Pope: and Nestorianism, 98 

Ceos, island, 493, 549, 515 

Cephalonia (Kephallenia), island: Mardaites, 
215; theme, 327; seized by Robert Guiscard, 
381; his death in, 381 

Cephisus River: battle of, 607 

Cerularius, Michael, Patriarch of Constanti- 
nople: breach with Rome, 338 

Ceuta, 136, 216 

Ceylon: and Cosmas Indicopleustes, 165 

Chalandon, F.: on Guiscard, 381; on the mes- 
sage of Alexius I to Robert of Flanders, 387; 
on the crusade of Peter the Hermit, 407; 
mentioned, 412, 472, 478 

Chalcedon: founded by Megarians, 57; cap- 
tured by the Persians, 196 

Chalcedon, Council of, 81, 105-6, 108, 109, 
130, 149, 152 

Chalcedonians: adherents of the Council of 
Chalcedon, 155 

Chalcidice, peninsula of: occupied by Stephen 
Dushan, 619 

Chalcocondyles, George, 645 

Chalcocondyles, Laonikos: at the court of 
Mistra, 645; on the fall of Constantinople, 
648-49; career and work, 681, 693 

Champlitte, William of, 465 

Chapman, C.: on Michael, 583 

Charioupolis, city in Macedonia: birthplace 
of Basil I, 301 

Charles Martell: Arabs and, 237, 390; church 
property and, 335 

Charles of Anjou: seizure of the Kingdom of 
the Two Sicilies, 591-92; eastern policy of, 
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592-99, 602, 614; and the Union of Lyons, 
657-59 

Charles VI of France: and Manuel II, 632, 633 

Charles VIII of France: rights to Byzantine 
throne and his projected crusade, 590 

Charles the Bold, 327 

Charles the Great (Charlemagne): the Brevi- 
arium and legislation of, 102; coronation 
and relations with Byzantium, 265-68, 290; 
conceived as successor of Constantine VI, 
267; recognized by Constantinople, 268; 
abortive marriage negotiations with Irene, 
268; Italian policy of, 280; relations with 
Harun ar-Raschid and Palestine, 391; in 
Rome, 520, 575 

Chatalja lines: and Anastasian wall, 110 

Chernigov, in Russia: frescoes, 504 

Chernousov, E. A.: on John of Naupactus, 
560 

Cherson, city in the Crimea: cultural and com- 
mercial role of, 140-41; taken by Vladimir, 
323 

Cherson (the “Klimata,” “Gothic Klimata”), 
theme of, 324, 350, 581 

Chilandarion, Serbian monastery on Mt. 
Athos, 606 

Childebert II, Frankish King, 122-23 

China: trade with, 163, 170; Timur’s expedi- 
tion against, 635 

Chios, island; occupied by Seljuqs, 394; in the 
Partitio Romanie, 463; recovered by John 
Vatatzes, 523; Genoese in, 537, 630; tomb 
of Giustiniani, 652 

Chludoff (Chludov) Psalter, at Moscow, 299 

Chomatenus, Demetrius, Archbishop of Och- 
rida: crowns Theodore Angelus, 521; canon- 
ist, 560, 562 

Chonaeg, city in Phrygia, 492, 494 

Choniates, Nicetas: on John II, 376; on An- 
dronicus I, 377, 434, 481; on the victory over 
the Patzinaks, 413; on the battle of Myri- 
ocephalon, 428; on  Constantinopolitan 
populace, 435; on the enmity between Latins 
and Greeks, 438; on Alexius III Angelus, 
439; and the Vlachs in the Second Bulgarian 
Kingdom, 442, 443; on Henry VI, 449-50, 
459; on the capture of Constantinople, 461, 
462, 654; on Thomas Morosini, 463, 469; 
on the controversy over the Eucharist, 478; 
on Manuel I, 481, 484-85; career and work, 
492, 494-95; Fourth Crusade, 495; author 
of the Silentium, 513; at the court of The- 
odore Lascaris, 513, 515, 549, 553 
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Chora (Qahriye-jami) in Constantinople: re- 
constructed, 504; mosaics of, 513, 688, 703, 
709, 710, 711; described, 704 

Chosroes, Persian King: opponent of Hera- 
clius, 198 

Chosroes Nushirvan, King of Persia: cam- 
paigns of, 138-39; and Christianity, 139; 
gives asylum to Athenian philosophers, 150; 
militarization under, 228 

Christ, W., 131 

Christianity: vs. paganism, 43; in Asia Minor, 
46-47; number of Christians in the fourth 
century, 46-48; and Constantine, 43-54; 
and Maxentius, 49; and Licinius, 49; and 
the Edict of Milan, 52; centers of in the 
fourth century, 54; and Julian, 72-76; and 
the Goths, 85-86; in Persia, 96-97, 99, 139; 
India, g9, central Asia, g9; and juridical 
practice, 102, 147, 242; and pagan culture, 
116; and Byzantine art, 127; in Ethiopia and 
Yemen, 131, 207; among the tribes of North 
Africa, 154, 218; and the Caucasian tribes, 
154; and the Heruli, 154; in Ceylon, 165; 
in Arabia, 202-3, 207; in Mesopotamia, 207; 
and the Berbers, 218; in Bulgaria, 282- 
83; in Russia, 323, 332; and the Slavs of 
the Peloponnesus, 332; attitude of Arabs 
to, 391-94; in the Ottoman Empire, 675- 
/ 

Christodulus, Saint, founder of St. John at 
Patmos, 471-72 

Christopher, Patriarch of Alexandria: and 
image worship, 287 

Christopher of Mytilene, epigrammatist and 
poet, 262n, 366 

Chronicle of Morea, 569, 707 

Chronicon Paschale, 231 

Chrysargyron (lustralis collatio); abolished, 
112 

Chrysoloras, Manuel: career, work, and in- 
fluence, 718-19; in Italy, 636, 721 

Chrysopolis (Scutari): and Goths, 84; Per- 
sians, 196; Igor, 322; Seljuqs, 357 

Chrysostom, John: career and work, 94-96, 
118; opposes Gainas, 94; and the Goths, 95; 
and the Empress Eudoxia, 95; pupil of 
Libanius, 124 

Chrysoteleia: instituted, 113 

Chumnos, Nicephorus, writer, 700-1 

Church: immunities and privileges, 52-53, 
81-82, 571-72; Caesaropapism, 54, 82-83, 
148-50, 175, 257-58, 283, 334, 469-70; pouit- 
ical duties of the episcopate, 160; and the 
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iconoclastic movement, 252-65, §74-75: ane 
the land system, 335-36, 565-06, 5°%. 57- 
2, 574-75 
Church of Basil the Great in Cappadocia. 355 
Church of Daphni, in Attica, 373 


Church of St. Apollinare in Classe, at Ravenna. 


19! 

Church of St. Demetrius, at Thessalonica. t:.2, 
672 

Church of St. Front, at Perigueux, France. 
189, 555 


Church of St. Irene, in Constanunople, 52. 
59, 128, 648 

Church of St. John, at Ephesus, 1&9, 555 

Church of St. John-of-the-Hospital, at Valea. 
cla, 529 

Church of St. Luke of Stiris, in Phocis, 373 

Church of St. Vitale, at Ravenna: 133, de. 
scription of, 190-91 

Church of San Francisco, at Rimini, fgg 

Church of Skripu, in Boeotia, 373 

Church of the Ascension, on the Mount at 
Olives, 53 

Church of the Assumption, in Nicaea, 513 

Church of the Forty Martvrs at Trnovo, 525 

Church of the Holy Apostles, in Constanu- 
nople: erection of, 53, 68, 128; burial place 
of Byzantine emperors, 76, 88, 133, 159. 555: 
reconstruction under Justinian, 189; copied. 
189, 555; destroyed by the Ottomans, 154 
555; abortive council at, 264; described by 
Constantine the Rhodian, 363; and Basil |. 
373; described by Nicholas Mesarites, 555: 
in a state of decay, 678 

Church of the Holy Sepulcher: erection of, 52. 
destroyed by Persians, 195; and Hakim, 311, 
392, 393; restored, 312, 392, 393; and Ro 
manus III, 312; closed, 393, 398 

Church of the Holy Virgin at Blachernae, in 
Constantinople, 261 

Church of the Nativity, at Bethlehem: erec- 
tion of, 53; mosaics, 427, 504 

Church of the Resurrection. See Church of 
the Holy Sepulcher 

Cibyrrhaeot, theme. See Caravisionorum 

Cicero: translated into Greek, 7o1 

Cid, The, 370 

Cilicia: 68, 225, 276; occupied by Nicephorus 
Phocas, 308, 309, 310; devastated by Alp 
Arslan, 355; establishment of an Armenian 
state In, 415, 416; revolt of Thoros and 
Manuel I, 425 

Cinnamus, John: work of, 491-92. 494 
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“Civil” party: struggle with the “military” 
party, 351-54 

Claudius Gothicus, Emperor: and Goths, 85 

Clavijo, Ruy Gonzales de, Spanish traveler: 
on Constantinople and Pera, 678 

Clement of Alexandria, 116 

Clement IV, Pope: and Charles of Anjou, 
592 

Clermont, castle of, in the Peloponnesus, 465 

Clermont, Council of, 387, 402-3 

Clinton, H. L.: Byzantine chronology, 42 

Clisurae (clisurarchiae, clisurarchs), 349, 350- 
51 

Clovis, Frankish King: relationship to the 
Empire, 111, 133 

Cluniac reform movement, 338 

Cluny Museum, in Paris, France, 70 

Codex Gregorianus, 101, 143 

Codex Hermogenianus, 101, 143 

Codex Justinianus: 143-44; in legal curricu- 
lum, 146. See also Justinian Code 

Codex Palatinus, 363 

Codex repetitae praelectionis, 145 

Codex Theodostanus, 101-3, 143 

Cognasso, F., Italian historian: on Andronicus 
I and the revolution of 1185, 434, 438-39; 
on Byzantine feudalism, 483; mentioned, 487 

Cola di Rienzo: and John Cantacuzene, 585 

Colbert, Jean Baptiste, 3-4 

Colonate (colonus, coloni): 85; Anastasius I, 
113; Rural Code and, 245-47 

Commendatio: 564; in Byzantium, 569-70 

Comneni, dynasty of: origins, 353-54, 375, 518; 
internal policy of the first three Comneni, 
438, 483, 568-69; “Grand Comneni” and the 
Trebizond, 468; Caesaropapism of, 469-70; 
and the papacy, 470, 475-77; army and fleet 
under, 484-85; commerce under, 486-87; 
Hellenic renaissance under, 488-91, 562; 
building activity of, 503-4 

Comneni-Angeli, dynasty of: rulers of the 
Despotat of Epirus, 468 

Conrad III of Germany: 376, entente with 
John II, 415; alliance with Manuel I, 417- 
18, 421, 423; and the Second Crusade, 4109, 
420-21 

Conrad IV Hohenstaufen, 59r 

Constance, Council of, 672 

Constance, Norman heiress, wife of Henry VI, 
435-36, 448, 591 

Constance of Hohenstaufen (Anna), daugh- 
ter of Frederick II: marries John Vatatzes, 
528-29 
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Constans I, Emperor, son of Constantine the 
Great, 65, 67 

Constans II (Constantine III), Emperor: suc- 
cession to Throne, 193; campaign against 
“Sclavinia,” 218; Bulgar movements under, 
218; abandons Constantinople for Syracuse, 
220-21; struggle with the Lombards, 222; 
religious policy of, 223-24; and Pope Mar- 
tin, 223-24 

Constantine I, the Great, Emperor: origins, 
career, and dynasty of, 44, 46, 65-66; and 
the foundation of Constantinople, 44, 57- 
60; “conversion” of, 45-52, 96; and the 
Edict of Milan, 50-52; attitude toward 
church and clergy, 52-54; church construc- 
tion of, 53, 127, 128, 189; and Arianism, 54- 
57; baptized, 57; reforms of, 60-65; and 
court ceremonial, 62, 363; isoapostolic, 65; 
Goths in the army of, 85; wall of, 103; in 
the Life of Constantine, 120; in Zosimus, 
125; Donation of, 338 

Constantine II (III), Emperor, son of Hera- 
clius: succession to throne, 193 

Constantine III. See Constans II 

Constantine IV, Emperor: succession to 
throne, 193; halts and repels the Arabs, 
214-15, 236, 390; and the Bulgarians, 219; 
religious policy of, 224; and monasterial im- 
munities, 571 

Constantine V Copronymus, Emperor: suc- 
cession to throne, 234; campaign against 
the Arabs, 238; marries daughter of the 
Khagan of the Khazars, 238; and the Bul- 
garians, 239; and the plague of 746-47, 240; 
iconoclastic policy of, 259, 262-63, 265; and 
Artavasdus, 260; as author, 293; and the 
Paulicians, 383 

Constantine VI, Emperor: sucession to thronc, 
234-35, 263; Bulgarian offensive under, 239- 
40; dethroned by Irene, 267; Thomas the 
Slavonian and, 275; and monasterial im- 
munities, 571 

Constantine VII Porphyrogenitus, Emperor: 
on the Slavonization of Greece, 178, 240; 
his works, contents, and importance, 181, 
362-63, 487; on theme organization, 226, 
350; on Bucellarians, 250; accession to 
throne, 302, 307; on Leo VI’s sea expedition 
vs. Cretan Arabs, 305; struggle with the 
Arabs under, 306-8; receives the Russian 
Grand Princess Olga, 322; on the Patzinaks, 
324; social legislation of, 336, 347, 567; men- 
tioned, 365, 368 
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Constantine VIII, Emperor, 302 

Constantine IX Monomachus, Emperor: ac- 
cession to throne, 302; Armenian policy of, 
315, 355; and the Patzinaks, 325-26; eccle- 
siastical policy of, 338; and letters, 366-67; 
and Psellus, 368 

Constantine X Ducas, Emperor: succession to 
throne and internal policy, 352; Seljuq ad- 
‘vance under, 355; Uzes, 358; and Michael 
Psellus, 368 

Constantine XI Palaeologus (Dragases), Em- 
peror: accession to throne, 586, 589; as 
Despot of Morea, 589, 644; character, 645; 
and the siege and capture of Constantinople 
by Muhammed II, 645-53; portraits of, 646; 
burial place of, 653; and the matter of 
union, 675; appeals to the West, 677 

Constantine (apostle of the Slavs). See Cyril 

Constantine, Bishop of Orvieto: mission to 
Nicaea, 544-45 

Constantine, Pope: and Justinian II, 225-26 

Constantine, praetorian prefect: and fortifica- 
tions of Constantinople, 103 

Constantine, son of Constantine the Great, 
65, 67 

Constantine Tech (Tich), Bulgarian tsar: re- 
lations with Michael VIII, 601 

Constantine the Rhodian, writer, 363 

Constantinople: in Montesquieu, 7, 96; foun- 
dation, 57-60; advantages of location, 57- 
58, 60; fortifications, 59, 103, 128, 251, 643; 
creed of, 81; night illumination in, 103; 
mint at, 114; and Monophysitism, 115; and 
the plague of 542, 162; silk factories at, 168; 
and loss of Egypt, 196; abandoned by Con- 
stans II, 221; manuscripts from, at Sicily, 
491; fire in, described by Constantine Stilbes, 
502; disputations at, over matter of union, 
505, 541; loss of political importance, 581, 
585; reaction in, to capture of Callipolis by 
Ottomans, 623; Black Death in, 626; capi- 
tal of Ottoman Empire, 654; impact of its 
fall on West, 655; emigration from, 680 

— Attacks on: menaced by Kotrigurs, 140; 
menaced by Avars and Slavs, 171, 196; be- 
sieged by Persians, Avars, and Slavs, 197; 
Arab siege of, 214, 236, 676-77, 717; besieged 
by Thomas the Slavonian, 275; first Russian 
attack, 278; besieged by Krum, 281; by 
Simeon, 318; Sviatoslav and, 319; Oleg 
under walls of, 320-21; by Igor, 322; by 
laroslav, 323; besieged by Uzes, 359; be- 
sieged by Patzinaks, 359, 384; menaced by 
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Tzachas, 384; in First Crusade, 406, 408: in 
Second Crusade, 420, 421; in Fourth Cru- 
sade, 440, 459-62, 555; in the Partitio Ko 
mantie, 463; besieged by Vatatzes and Asen, 
526; recovered by Michael VIII, 538; gates 
opened to John Cantacuzene, 585: bv 
Genoese, 625; blockaded by Bayazid, 3"; 
besieged by Murad II, 640; capture and sack 
by Muhammed II, 645-56; under la-t 
Palaeologi, 679 

— Descriptions of: aspect under Manuel I. 
376; by Benjamin of Tudela, 481-82; by 2:- 
Harawy, 482; in Tzetzes, 482; state cf. 
under Michael VIII, 581; by Bertrandon de 
la Broquiere, 642; state of, under the Palae- 
ologi, 678-79 

— Foreign elements in: Germanic party, g3: 
anti-Gothic rising, 94; Russian merchants, 
323; massacre of the Latins, 379, 435; Vene- 
tians, 382, 413, 422, 439-40, 616; Pisans, 43+ 
40, 616; Genoese, 537, 616; Anconans, 616: 
Ragusans, 616; Florentines, 616, 685: Mar- 
seilles merchants, 616; Ottomans as allies of 
John Cantacuzene, 622; commerce under 
the Palaeologi, 684-85 

— Life, art, letters: pagan monuments, 59, 6, 
83; municipal system, 59; intellectual and 
art center, 43, 117, 127, 373, 687; legal school 
at, 147, 367; internal life and the Book gj 
the Eparch, 343-45 

— See also Latin Empire of Constanunople 

Constantinople, Higher School of: organized, 
100, 117, 123, 126, 150; in the Justinian 
epoch, 187; reorganized by Caesar Bardas, 
296; efflorescence under the Macedonians. 
361, 487-88 

Constantinople, Patriarchate of: rank in rela- 
tion to Rome, 81, 106, 173-74, 658, 675; ec- 
clesiastical jurisdiction, 106, 663-65; Photian 
schism, 290, 330-32; and the breach of 
1054, 339; under the Latin Empire of Con- 
stantinople, 542; at Nicaea, 522, 541-42, 
545-46; and the Council of Scopia, 619; 
under the Ottoman Empire, 675-76 

Constantius, son of Constantine the Great, 
Emperor: succession to throne, 65; dynastic 
problem of, 65-66, 69, 70-71: religious 
policy of, 67-68; Germanic invasions under, 
70-71; Persian campaign of, 71; in Rome, 68 

Constantius Chlorus, father of Constantine the 
Great: Caesar, 62; Augustus, 44, 63: palace 
of, 70 

Copais, Lake, 607 
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Coptic language, go 

Copts: and Monophysitism, 116; Coptic re- 
places Greek, 105, 122; literature in Coptic, 
122; end of Coptic literature, 216. See also 
Egypt 

Corcyra. See Corfu 

Corduba, in Spain: under Justinian I, 137 

Corfu, island: seized by the Normans, 381, 
421; reoccupied by Manuel I, 422; Metro- 
politan of, 559; seized by Charles of Anjou, 
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Corinth: sacked by Goths, 85, 91; silk industry 
in, 421, 487; sacked by Roger II, 421; famous 
for music, 549 

Corinth, Isthmus of: fortifications at, 637-38, 
640, 644 

Corippus of North Africa: on John Troglita, 
136; on Justinian’s fiscal policy, 161; work 
of, 186 

Coron, in the Peloponnesus: Venetian port, 
466 

Corpus juris civilis. See Justinian Code 

Corsica: recovered under Justinian I, 136, 138; 
conquered by Genoa and Pisa, 399 

Cosmas Indicopleustes: Christian Topography, 
163, 165-67, 182 

Crete: raided by Goths, 85; raided by Arabs, 
212; occupied by Arabs, 274, 278-79, 280; 
expedition of 949, 307; recovered by Nice- 
phorus Phocas, 308; ceded to Venice 463, 
506; Genoese privileges in, 537 

Crimea: Kingdom of the Bosporus, 84; Huns, 
140-41; Justinian, 168; Empire of Trebi- 
zond, 581; Venetian and Genoese colonies, 
616; and the See of Constantinople, 665. 
See also Cherson 

Cristobulus, Greek historian: on the siege and 
capture of Constantinople, 648; on the role 
of Ottoman artillery, 650; on Muhammed 
II, 651; work, 693 

Croats, 609 

Crusades: origin and factors, 389-400; “cru- 
sading” spirit in Byzantium, 403-4 

— First Crusade: Alexius I and, 387, 388-89, 
395, 396, 401, 403-4, 406-9; origins and 
motives, 389-90, 397; in Anna Comnema, 
404, 490; participants, 405-6; progress of, 
408-9; 512; and relations between Con- 
stantinople and Rome, 475 

— Second Crusade: origins, 418-19; and By- 
zantium, 418, 419-20, 421-22; tensions be- 
tween participants, 419; fate of, 420-22 

— Third Crusade: origins, 444-45; partici- 
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pants, 445; results, 447; mentioned, 439, 612 

— Fourth Crusade: inception and motivation, 
390, 450-61; participants, 452; progress, 
454-55; effects and significance, 469; states 
formed, 506-7; further references, 569, 577, 
578 

Ctesiphon, 195 

Cucusus, in Cappadocia: John Chrysostom 
exiled at, 95 

Cumans (Polovtzi): in Southern Russia, 324- 
25; raid Byzantine territory with Patzinaks, 
383-84; diverted by Alexius I against the 
Patzinaks, 385, 413, 397; routed by Manuel 
I, 422; and the Second Bulgarian Kingdom, 
441-43; in the army of Kalojan, 509; in the 
battle of Klokotinitza, 524; in the army of 
Michael VIII, 536; and the Mamluks, 600-1 

Cumont, Franz, Belgian scholar, 278 

Curcuas, John: Arab campaigns of, 306-7, 313 

Curiae, 113 

Cydones, Demetrius: on the capture of Cal- 
lipolis by the Ottomans, 623; career and 
work, 694-96; mentioned, 703 

Cyparissiotes, John, 670; work of, 698 

Cyprus: raided by Goths, 85; occupied by 
Arabs, 212; place of exile, 262; recovered 
under Nicephorus Phocas, 308-70, and 
Reginald of Chatillon, 426; seceded from 
the Empire under Andronicus I, 437, 4473 
Richard the Lion-Hearted and, 447; Assises 
of Jerusalem introduced in, 578-79, and the 
Hospitalers, 621-22 

Cyriacus of Ancona; traveler and archaeol- 
ogist: in Mistra, 645 

Cyril, Bishop of Alexandria: against Nesto- 
rius, 98; followers of, 99; writer, 121 

Cyril (Constantine), Slavonic apostle, 29, 282, 
298 

Cyril of Scythopolis, 185-86 

Cyrus, prefect: and the fortifications of Con- 
stantinople, 103 

Cyzicus, city: Goths in, 84; Arabs in, 214; Sel- 
jugs in, 394 


Daca “Dacia in Illyricum,” 64, 66; 
province of, vacated, 85 

Dagobert, King of the Franks: and Heraclius, 
199 

Daillecourt, Choiseul, 389 

Dalmatia: Byzantine art in, 128; under Jus- 
tinian, 136, 137, 138; Hungarians in, 414; 
and Serbia, 443; Croats in, 609 
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Dalton, O. M.: 42; on the artistic renaissance 
under the Palaeologi, 710 

Damascene, John: and iconoclasm, 251, 259, 
289; and Islam, 207; work of, 293-94; and 
the Council of, 754 

Damascus: seized by Persians, 195; falls to the 
Arabs, 211; and the Umayyads, 213; mosque 
in, 237; recovered by John Tzimisces, 310; 
and the Second Crusade, 421; occupied by 
Nur-ad-Din Mahmud, 445 

Dandolo, Enrico, Doge of Venice: objectives 
and role of in the Fourth Crusade, 452-53, 
454, 455, 457, 459-60; part in the pillaging 
of Constantinople, 462; his role in the elec- 
tion of the Latin Emperor, 462, 468; in the 
battle of Hadrianople, 510 

Daniel, Igumen of Chilandarian on Mt. Athos, 
606-7 

Daniel, Russian pilgrim: description of the 
Temple of the Resurrection, 393 

Danishmandites: emirs of Cappadacia, 410; 
and Manuel I, 417 

Dante: and Muhammed, 207 

Danube River: Goths on, 85-86; Huns south 
of, 98; under Anastasius, 109; under Jus- 
tinian, 140, 168; Heruli on, 154; Gepids on, 
172; Bulgarians on, 219; Patzinaks on, 324, 
325; Uzes on, 358 

Danubian provinces: in the tetrarchy settle- 
ment, 63 

Daphne, suburb of Antioch: temple of Apollo 
at, 75-76 

Daras, city: falls to Persians, 170; recovered, 
17I 

Dardania (Upper Macedonia): Dardanian 
dynasty, 67; place of origin of Justinian’s 
family, 129 

David, monastic name of Demetrius Palae- 
ologus, 589 

David the Restorer, King of Georgia: and the 
Turks, 4o1 

Decius, Emperor: and the Goths, 85 

Delphi: serpent column from, in the Hippo- 
drome, 60 

Delyan, Peter, Bulgarian leader: rebellion of, 
320 

Demes, circus factions, 155 

Demetrius, patron saint of Thessalonica: Acta 
of, 172, 179; mentioned, 487, 511 

Demetrius Palaeologus, 589 

Demosthenes: in Byzantium, 73, 488, 489; 
translated by Bessarion, 721 

Diadem, the: and the Roman emperors, 61 
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Diehl, Charles: 25, 26-7, 29-30, 42: on The- 
odora, 132; on Justinian, 146; on the 
exarchate organization, 175-76; om Arab 
raids, 217; on the Rural Code, 245; on the 
Isaurian emperors, 270; on the art of the 
iconoclastic period, 299; on the Strzygowsk: 
thesis, 372; on Mary of Antioch, 377: on the 
Byzantine romance, 559, 708; on the feudal 
processes in Byzantium, 575, 579, 581, 5‘. 
639; on the zealot movement in Thessalv 
nica, 684; on Theodore Metochites, 752-3: 
on the renaissance of art under the Palae- 
ologi, 709-10 

Diener, Bertha, 30 

Dieterich, K., 31 

Digenes Akrites: epic of, 369-71, 556 

Digest (Digestum), 144, 146 

Dioceses, 63 

Diocletian: abdicates, 44; in Nicomedia, 5%: 
reforms of, 60-65, 160; orientalism and By- 
zantine court ceremonial, 62, 363; and Chns 
tianity, 119 

Dionysius the Areopagite: in Maximus Con- 
fessor, 232; illuminated manuscript of pre- 
sented by Manuel II to the Abbey of Sr. 
Denis, 587, 635; in Nicholas Cabasilas, 
698 

Dioscorus, Bishop of Alexandria: and Mono 
physitism, 99; deposed, 105; work of, 1N- 
87 

Dir, Russian prince, 278 

Dlugosz, Jan, Polish historian: on the sack of 
Constantinople by the Ottomans, 654-55 

Dniester River, 84 

Dobrudja (Smaller Scythia): Bulgars in, 216 

Dodu, Gaston, 578 

Dolger, Franz: editor of the Bysantiniscke 
Zettschrift, 40; Byzantine chronology, 42: 
editor of papers on conversion of Con. 
stantine I, 48; on the relations between 
Michael VIII and Qala’un, 602 

Don River, 84 

Dorotheus, legist: Tribonian’s coadjutor, 145 

Dory, in Crimea: Gothic settlement around, 
141; basilica in, 169 

Dorylaeum. See Eskishehr 

Drava River, 609 

Drinov, M., 110, 334 

Dristra (Durostolus, Silistria): battle af, 383 
84 

Drungarius, governor of the Cibyraiot, 229 

Du Cange, 4-5 

Ducas, Michael, Byzantine historian: on Mu- 
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hammed II, 646; on the sack of Constanti- 
nople, 648, 653; dirge over sack of Con- 
stantinople, 654; career and work, 691, 692- 
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Ducas family, 353, 518, 583 

Ducatus, provincial district, 350 

Duruy, V., 47-48 

Dux: as a title, 486 

Dvornik, F.: and the second Photian schism, 
332 

Dyakonov, A., 156 

Dyrrachium (Durazzo): birthplace of Anas- 
tasius I, 67, 109; Slavs in, 240; importance 
of, 380; theme of, 380; captured by Guis- 
card, 381; recovered by Alexius I, 381, 388; 
Bohemond defeated at, 411; captured by 
William II, 437; recovered by Isaac Com- 
nenus, 441; passes to Venice, 463; ceded by 
the Despot of Epirus to Theodore Lascaris, 
535; seized by Charles of Anjou, 594 


er (York), 63 

Echos d’Orient, 41 

Ecloga: problem of dating, 241; description of, 
242-44; influence of, 243, 340, 343, 705; and 
the Military Law, 249 

Ecthesis, 222 

Ecumenical Councils: Second, 80-81, 88; 
Third, 98; Fourth (Council of Chalcedon), 
81, 105-6, 108, 109, 130, 149, 152; Fifth, 153; 
Sixth, 224; Trullan (Quinisext), 225; 
Seventh, 251, 260, 261, 264, 293; of 730, 258; 
of 753-54, 251, 260; of 786, 263-64; of 815, 
251, 284-85; of 842-43, 287; of 869, 330-31; 
of 879, 331; of 920, 334 

Edessa: Nestorian center, 99; and the chrys- 
argyron, 112-13; and image worship, 255; 
the mandilion taken from by Curcuas, 306, 
363; captured by George Maniaces, 312; 
taken by Baldwin, 408; seized by Zangi, 
418; recovered by Joscelin, 418; sacked by 
Nur-ad-Din, 418 

Edgmiatsin (Etschmiadzin), cathedral of, in 
Armenia, 233 

Egypt: influences of Ptolemaic Egypt on 
Rome, 61; in the tetrarchy settlement, 62, 
64; religious dissatisfaction in, 88, 195-6; 
Hellenism in, 88, go, 122, 187; Monophy- 
sitism in, 107, 115; and the institution of 
epibole, 113; and the religious policy of Zeno 
and Anastasius, 115; decline of Greek let- 
ters in, 122; and the origins of Byzantine 
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art, 126; and Menas, 127; art, 127; Jus- 
tinian’s reforms in, 160; and the revolt 
against Phocas, 176; occupied by Persians, 
196; granary of Constantinople, 196; re- 
covered by Heraclius, 198; causes of collapse 
before Arab onslaught, 208-9; Arab con- 
quest of, 211; Arabicization of, 216; Arab 
policy in, 216-17; and the Sixth Ecumenical 
Council, 225; under the Tulunids, 303; in- 
dependent of Bagdad, 354; relations with 
Byzantium under the Fatimid, Hakim, 311; 
and the Seljuqs, 355; and Saladin, 445; and 
the Fourth Crusade, 454; feudalism in, 564; 
large landowners in, 573; and the Mamluks, 
600 

Ehrhard, A., 31 

Elagabalus, Emperor, 61 

Eleusis, mysteries of: and Julian, 70 

Elvira, Council of, 254 

Emesa (Hims): religious dissatisfaction in, 
209 

Engelman, August, 41 

England: Norman conquest, 399, 484; cru- 
sading enthusiasm in, 402; Englishmen in 
the Byzantine army, 429, 484; relations with 
Byzantium under Manuel I, 429; and the 
crusade of Sigismund of Hungary, 630; 
Manuel II in, 631, 633-34, 634-35; Chryso- 
loras in, 719 

Epaminondas, 176 

Epanagoge, 341-42, 705 

Eparch, office, 344 

Eparchies, civil provinces, 229 

Ephesus: Goths, 85; Third Ecumenical Coun- 
cil, 98; “Robber” Council, 99; Constantine 
V, 262 

Ephraim, chronicler, 693 

Epibole, 113, 349 

Epidaurus Limera, 580 

Epiphane, Byzantine pilgrim, 399 

Epiphanius of Cyprus, 254 

Epirus: Alaric in, 91; devastated by Getae, 110 

Epirus, Despotat of: foundation of, 468, 506, 
518; and the national cause, 507, 518-19; 
relations with the Empire of Nicaea, 518— 
22, 523; and the Kingdom of Thessalonica, 
520; and John II Asen, 524; after the bat- 
tle of Klokotinitza, 525; and John Vatatzes, 
532; 1in alliance with Manfred and the 
prince of Achaia vs. Empire of Nicaea, 536; 
after the battle of Castoria, 537; culture and 
letters in, 559-62; and Michael VIII, 580-81, 
609; and Charles of Anjou, 594; and AIl.- 


816 


Epirus, Despotat of (continued) 
banians, 614; submission to Muhammed II, 
654 

Eriugena, John (Johannes Scotus Eriugena): 
and Maximus the Confessor, 232 

Ertov, I., 34 

Erzerum, in Armenia: 313, conquered by 
Mongols, 530 

Eskishehr (medieval Dorylaeum): 238, taken 
by the crusaders, 408 

Este, house of: dynasts of Ferrara, 673 

Ethiopia. See Abyssinia 

Euboea (Negroponte): 472, 496; Genoese 
privileges in, 537; mentioned, 472, 496, 538, 
607 

Eucharist controversy: in Byzantium, 478 

Euclid: study of, 706 

Eudocia, wife of Heraclius, 193 

Eudocia Macrembolitissa, wife of Constantine 
X Ducas and later of Romanus IV, 352-53, 
355 

Eudoxia, wife of Arcadius: and Eutropius, 94; 
mentioned, 66, 90, 96 

Eugentus, John, 589 

Eugenius III, Pope: and Arnold of Brescia, 
419; and the alliance of Manuel I and Con- 
rad III, 423 

Eugenius IV, Pope: and the crusade of 1444, 
643; and John VIII, 672-73; and the Coun- 
cil of Basel, 672 

Euphemius: Sicilian rebellion of, 278 

Euphrates River: 88, 138, 163; Justinian’s 
fortifications on, 168; under the Macedo- 
nians, 307, 313, 370; and John II, 416 

Euphrosinia, princess of Polotzk: and Manuel 
I, 432 

Euripides: in Byzantium, 560, 705 

Eusebius of Caesarea, historian: on Con- 
stantine I, 44, 50; and the Edict of Milan, 
51; and Arianism, 55; on triumph of Chris- 
tianity, 65; work of, 118; his continuators, 
120; on the mission of the emperors, 134; 
on image worship, 254; Arethas of Caesarea 
on, 364 

Eusebius of Nicomedia: and Arianism, 55; 
baptizes Constantine I, 57; teacher of Julian 
the Apostate, 69 

Eustathius of Thessalonica: on Andronicus I, 
379; on Manuel I, 426, 431, 432, 491; narra- 
tive of the siege of Thessalonica, 437; career 
and work of, 495-96; mentioned, 492, 
701 

Euthymites, 333, 334 
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Euthymius, Patriarch of Constantinople, 333- 
34 

Euthymius, Saint, 185 

Eutropius, Arcadius’ favorite: 90; and Gainas, 
92; fall of, 94; sponsors Chrysostom, 95 

Eutropius, historian: on Constantine I, 65 

Eutyches, archimandrite in Constantinople: 
and Monophysitism, 99; and the Henoticor, 
108 

Eutychius, Christian Arab historian: on Hers- 
clius, 209 

Evagrius of Syria, church historian: on Avaro 
Slavic invasions, 177; in Fallmeraver, 17: 
work of, 182 

Exarchate: formation of, 174-76; powers and 
functions of the exarch, 175, 575 

Exkuseia (exkusseia), institution of, 570-71. 
572, 574 


I etaenaven Jakob P., German his 
torian: thesis of, 176-79, 638; Albanian hy- 
pothesis of, 614-15 

Fatumids, Caliphs of Egypt: relations with 
Basil II, 311; and the Seljuqs, 355; Jeru- 
salem in possession of, 409; and Saladin, 435 

Faust, Goethe’s: setting of, 466 

Feodum, 564-65 

Ferdinand of Spain: rights to Byzantine 
throne, 590 

Ferdinand I of Aragon: and Manuel II, 636 

Ferrara, Council of Ferrara-Florence. See 
Florence, Council of 

Festa, Nicola, Italian scholar: editor of the 
correspondence of Theodore II, 553 

Feudalism: Byzantine, 483, 565-79; general 
notions, 563-64; western, 564-65; in the 
crusading states of the East, 577-79 

Filelfo, Francesco, Italian humanist: in Con- 
stanunople, 645, 719 

Filioque, theological issue between Constan- 
tinople and Rome, 290, 331, 475, 658, 673 

Finlay, George: career, 13-14; interpretaton 
of Byzantine history, 14-16, 169; on themes, 
249; on the Catalan expedition, 605-6 

Fiore and Biancifiore, romance: Greek version 
of, 708 

First Cataract, 141 

Fiscardo (Guiscardo, Portus Wiscardi), bav 
and village in the island of Cephalonia, 381 

Flanders, 399 

Florence: quarters and trade relations with 
Constantinople, 616, 685; Platonic Academy 
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of and Plethon, 699, 719; Chrysoloras at, 718 
Florence, Council and Union of, 643, 647, 672- 
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Florinsky, T. D.: 585, 613; on the Genoese of 
the Galata, 616; on Simeon, 618; on Ste- 
phen Dushan, 620, 621; on John Cantacu- 
zene, 623-24; and the Athonian archives, 
677 

Follis, coinage: introduction of, 113 

Foord, E.: survey of Byzantine history, 29 

France: beginnings of Byzantine scholarship 
in, 3-6; Age of Reason and attitude toward 
Byzantine history, 6-8, 11-12; Era of the Rev- 
olution and Napoleon and attitude toward 
Byzantine history, 6-7, 12-13; and crusade 
studies, 389; and origin of crusades, 399; 
crusading enthusiasm in, 402; French 
chivalric romance and the problem of 
Byzantine romance, 556-59; and the crusade 
of Sigismund, 630; and the appeal of 
Manuel II, 631-32, 633-34, 635; Chrysoloras 
in, 719 

Francis I, 3 

Franciscan monks (Minorites): in Nicaea, 
543 

Franks: relations with Ostrogoths, 136; ap- 
pealed to by Tiberius II against the Lom- 
bards, 172-73; relations with under Hera- 
clius, 199; in the army of Romanus Diogenes, 
356 

Fravitta, Goth: defeats Gainas, 94 

Frederick I Barbarossa: and Manuel I, 424, 
425, 430; negotiations with Qilij Arslan, 
425-26, 428; and the Congress of Vienna, 
430; and the Third Crusade, 445, 446-47; 
matrimonial alliance with the Norman royal 
house and significance for Constantinople, 
435-36, 446; relations with Constantinople 
after the death of Manuel IJ, 435-36, 445, 
446-47; and Serbian-Bulgarian nationalist 
movement, 443, 445, 446, 612; negotiations 
with the King of Hungary, the Great Zupan 
of Serbia, Isaac Angelus and the Sultan of 
Iconium, 445; and the Third Crusade, 445, 
446-47; mentioned, 448, 476, 561 

Frederick II Hohenstaufen: culture and ide- 
ology, 526-27, 529; papacy and the Latin 
Empire of Constantinople, 527-28; and The- 
odore Angelus, 528; and John Vatatzes, 
528-30, 544; on the Orthodox Church, 529- 
30, mentioned, 561, 563, 591 

Frederick III of Germany: on the fall of 
Constantinople, 655 
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Freeman, Edward A., on Gibbon, 10; on Fin- 
lay, 16; on Anglo-Saxon immigration to 
Byzantium, 484 

Frohne, 568 

Fustel de Coulanges, French historian, 82, 102 


ran Leon, governor of Rhodes: 
rebellion of, 548 

Gabotto, F., Italian scholar: on Euphemius, 
279 

Gades, Straits of, 138 

Gainas: Germanic party of, 92; and Tribigild, 
93; and Eutropius, 93-94; and Arianism, 94; 
end of, 94 

Gaius, jurist, 102 

Galata: and the Fourth Crusade, 459; Genoese 
at, 588, 593, 616, 625, 684, 685; pillaged by 
the Venetians, 616 

Galerius, Emperor: 44, Edict of Toleration, 50- 
51, 119; Caesar, 62; Augustus, 63 

Galesinius, Petrus: on the Council of Lyons, 
658 

Galich: and the See of Constantinople, 665 

Galich (Galicia), in Russia: Andronicus I at, 
378 

Galla Placidia, daughter of Theodosius I, 128, 
190 

Gallipoli, on the Hellespont: acquired by 
Venice, 463; occupied by the Catalans, 606; 
and the Ottomans, 622 

Gallus: and Constantius, 65-66, 70 

Gardner, A., 517 

Gattilusio, dynasty of: Genoese rulers of the 
island of Lesbos, 589 

Gaul: in the tetrarchy settlement, 63; prefec- 
ture of, 64; Julian in, 70; Roman population 
in, 111; barbarian kingdoms in, 115; under 
Justinian, 138 

Gaza, in Palestine, 117, 120 

Geffcken: on Julian, 77 

Gelzer, H.: 23-24, 31; on the Arab conquest 
of Egypt, 210; on the effects of the Arab 
conquests on Byzantium, 213; on the themes, 
249; on Isaac II, 439; on Athonian monasti- 
cism, 666, 670 

Genesius, Joseph, Byzantine historian, 364 

Gennadius Scholarius, Patriarch of Constan- 
tinople: 676, work and culture, 697 

Genoa: and western Arabs, 399; trade privilege 
in Byzantium under John II, 413; relations 
with Manuel I, 425; position in Byzantium 
and Venice, 453; 458; privileges under the 
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Genoa (continued) 
Comneni and the Angeli, 486-87; position 
in the Levant, 537; Michael VIII and the 
treaty of Nymphaeum, 537, 548, 591, 593, 
615; position in the Black Sea, 581, 615-16, 
628; controls trade of the Empire under the 
Palaeologi, 581-82, 685; relations with John 
V, 585, 586, 627, 628; at Galata, 588, 625, 685; 
relations with Manfred, 593; and the Cata- 
lans, 606; relations with the Ottomans, 627; 
war with Venice and the peace of Turin, 
627-28; and Manuel II, 630; role in the de- 
fense of Constantinople in 1453, 647, 650; 
Genoese in the Byzantine army, 680 

Geoffrey de Haie (Galfridus de Haia): Eng- 
lish envoy in Constantinople, 431 

George Bardanes, 494, 561-62 

George Hamartolus, Byzantine chronicler: 
work and influence of, 292-93; continuator 
of, 365 

George of Cyprus: on Nicaea, 548-49 

George of Pisidia, 194, 197, 230-31 

Georgia (Iberia, Gruzia): and Ashot II, 314; 
and the Turks, 401; envoys in Antioch, 426; 
Phrantzes in, 589 

Gepids: invade the Balkans, 140; Avars and 
Lombards against, 172 

Gerbert of Aurillac, 329, 395 

Gerland, E.: 30, 516, on Henry of Flanders, 
517 

Germanicea (Marash), in Syria: origins of Leo 
IIT, 234 

Germanopolis, in Isauria: origins of Leo III, 
234 

Germans: struggle with under the sons of 
Constantine I, 67; campaigns of Julian 
against, 70; struggle with under Valens and 
Valentinian, 79; Germanic question in the 
West, 107; in Procopius, 181. See also Goths 

xermanus, Patriarch of Constantinople: and 
iconoclasm, 258; and the Council of 754, 
261 

Germanus II, Patriarch of Constantinople at 
Nicaea: 543; and Blemmydes, 550; at the 
Council of Lyons, 658 

Germany: crusading enthusiasm in, 402; and 
medieval romances, 556; Chrysoloras in, 719 

Getae: raids of in the fifth century, 109 

Ghassanids, Syrian-Arabian dynasty, 201 

Ghazi. See Malik Ghazi 

Ghibellines, 598 

Ghuzz, tribe of, Turkish horde: westward 
migration of, 604 
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Gibbon, Edward: 6, career, 8—g; interpretation 
of Byzantine history, 10-11; editions of, 11: 
on Julian, 74; on the Arabs, 200; on John 
II, 376; on Alexius I, 405-6 

Gibraltar, 216 

Giotto, Italian painter: and the artistic renais 
sance under the Palaeologi, 709 

Giustiniani, John: defender of Constanunople. 
647, 648; death of, 652 

Glotz, Gustave, 26 

Glycas, Michael, chronicler, 503 

Godefroy, Jacques, 41 

Godfrey of Bouillon: and the First Crusade, 
405; “King” of Jerusalem, 578 

Goethe: and the Chronicle of Morea, 466-47 

Golden Gate (Porta Aurea), in Constanu. 
nople, 128 

Golden Horn: fortifications, 59, 103; in the 
defense against the crusaders, 459; in the 
siege of Muhammed II, 647-48, 650-51 

Golden (Kipchak) Horde, 600 

Goldziher, Hungarian scholar: on Arab reli 
gion, 202; on Muhammed, 206 

Golgotha, at Jerusalem: destroyed by Hakim, 
311, 392 

Golubinsky, E. E., Russian scholar: on the 
first Russian attack on Constantinople, 2>* 

Goossens, R.: on the Digenes cycle, 370 

Gordian, Emperor: and the Goths, 85 

“Gothic Klimata.” See Cherson, theme of 

Goths: migration of, 65, 84: in Southern Rus 
sia, 84; raids in the third century, &3-4s: 
in the army, 85, 87; settled as colon:, %s: 
spread of Christianity and Arian doctrine 
among, 85-86; settled in Asia Minor, 87, 93: 
after the battle of Hadrianople, 87; in um- 
perial service, 87-88; influence of in Con- 
stantinople, g2-94; and John Chrysostom, 
95; the Gothic problem in the fifth century, 
104, 114; under Justinian, 133 

Gozzoli, Benozzo, Italian painter, 674 

Grabar, André, on the art of the epoch of the 
Palaeologi, 711 

Graindor, Paul, 40 

Grand Comneni, rulers of the Empire at 
Trebizond, 377 

Granovsky, T. N., 33 

Gratian, Emperor: succession to throne, 60: 
and Theodosius I, 79; religious policy of, 74 

Great Palace, in Constanunople: abandoned by 
the Comnen}, 503 

Greece: in the prefecture of Hlyricum, ‘a: 
devastated by the Goths, 84-85, 100; popula- 
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tion of in the fourth century, 91; letters in, 
117; Greek language: abandoned in favor 
of Coptic in Egypt, 122; preference for in 
Constantinople, 126; ravaged by Kotrigurs, 
140; Slavs and Bulgars in, 140; problem of 
the Slavs in, 176-79; Greek element in the 
Byzantine empire and the Arab conquests, 
212-13; “Greek fire,” 214; end of Greek 
literature in Egypt, 218; Slavonic settle- 
ments in, 218; Slavonic revolt in, 239; and 
the Ecloga, 241; and image worship, 258, 
287; Bulgarian armies in, 318; and Basil I’s 
legislative work, 340; Uzes and Patzinaks 
in, 358; in Southern Italy, 360-61; invaded 
by Roger II, 421; silk industry in, 421; in 
the Partitio Romanie, 464-65; and chivalric 
literature, 556; Catalan government in, 607; 
Catalans in popular tradition, 607-8; Al- 
banians in, 614-15; official language at the 
court of Dushan, 620; submits to Muham- 
med II, 654 

Greek fire, 214, 322, 326 

Greens (Prasinot), circus faction: 154, 156, 
157; in Rome, 156 

Grégoire, Henri: 40, 458; on the conversion 
of Constantine, 48; on Licinius, 49; on 
Michael III, 272; and the Digenes cycle, 370 

Gregoras, Nicephorus, Byzantine writer: on 
Charles of Anjou, 597; on John Cantacu- 
zene, 617, 622; on the Genoese, 625; on John 
Beccus, 658; and Barlaam, 668, 669; on the 
wedding festivities of John V, 680; work 
and career, 690-91; and the Hesychasts, 
697-98; on Theodore Metochites, 702, 703 

Gregorius, monastic name of Phrantzes, 692 

Gregorius of Sinai, 697 

Gregorovius, F. A., German historian: 20; on 
Greek society in the fourth century, 91; on 
Michael Acominatus, 493; on the Latin Em- 
pire of Constantinople, 538; on Mistra, 637 

Gregory, author of the Codex Gregorianus, 
IOI, 143 

Gregory of Cyprus, Patriarch of Constanti- 
nople, 696-97, 700 

Gregory of Nazianzus, the Theologian, Patri- 
arch of Constantinople: 81, 117, 118; hymns 
of, 122; pupil of Libanius, 124; Maximus 
Confessor and Scotus Eriugena, 232 

Gregory of Nyssa: on dogmatic disputes, 79- 
80, 117, 118; in Maximus Confessor, 232 

Gregory the Decapolite, Saint, 263 

Gregory I, the Great, Pope: and the Fifth Ecu- 
menical Council, 153; and the Lombards, 
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173; and the See of Constantinople, 173; 
letter to Maurice, 173; and the Emperor 
Phocas, 174; on image worship, 255 

Gregory II, Pope: and iconoclasm, 258 

Gregory III, Pope: and iconoclasm, 259 

Gregory VII, Pope: response to the plea of 
Michael VII, 358, 380, 395-96, 475 

Gregory IX, Pope: and the Latin Empire of 
Constantinople, 526; and the matter of 
union, 543; negotiations with John Vatatzes, 
543; mentioned, 528 

Gregory X, Pope: Charles of Anjou and 
Michael VIII, 596; and the Union of 
Lyons, 658 

Grenier, Pierre, 28-29 

Grimme, H., German scholar: on Muhammed, 
206 

Grosvenor, E. A., English writer, 653 

Grot, C., Russian scholar: on Magyars, 316 

Grousset, René, 27 

Grumel, V., French historian: Byzantine 
chronology, 42; and the second Photian 
schism, 332 

Guarino, Italian humanist: in Constantinople, 
718, 722; on Chrysoloras, 719 

Guilland, R.: 27, on Nicephorus Gregoras, 
690-91; on Nicholas Cabasilas, 699 

Guiscard, Robert, Duke of Apulia: leader of 
Normans in Italy, 330; conquers Byzantine 
possession in Italy, 360-61; relations under 
Michael VII, 361; war under Alexius I, 
380-81 

Guizot, French historian, Gibbon’s translator, 
II 

Gunther, Bishop of Bamberg: pilgrimage of, 
398 : 


or Emperor, 54, 101% 

Hadrian I, Pope, 264 

Hadrian IV, Pope: relations with Manuel J, 
476 

Hadrianople: battle near, 87, 281; taken by 
Simeon, 317; taken by Frederick Barbarossa, 
447; as commercial center, 487; battle of in 
1205, 509, 510, 514; occupied by John 
Vatatzes, 523; seized by Theodore Angelus, 
523, 524; taken by John II Asen, 525; John 
Cantacuzene crowned at, 585; captured by 
Murad I, 624; capital of the Ottoman state 
transferred to, 624, 654; revolution of 1341 
in, 682; mentioned, 326, 606 
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Hahn, J. G.: and the problem of Albanians in 
Greece, 615 

Hakim, Fatimid, Caliph of Egypt: relations 
with Basil II, 311; persecution of Christianity 
and Judaism under, 392 

Halphen, L., 30 

Hamdanids, rulers of Aleppo, 306, 308 

Hannibal, 329, 417 

Hanotaux, Gabriel, French scholar: on the 
role of Venice in the Fourth Crusade, 45- 
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Harald Haardraade, Scandinavian leader: in 
the army of George Maniaces, 313, 329; in 
Jerusalem, Syria, and Asia Minor, 393 

Harmenopulus, Constantine, jurist, 705 

Harnack, A.: on the conversion of Constantine, 
46-47; on the number of Christians in the 
fourth century, 47; on the Arian school of 
Antioch, 55 

Harran, battle of, 410 

Harrison, F., 28 

Harun-ar-Rashid, Caliph of Bagdad: cam- 
paigns under, 239; reign of, 274; and Charle- 
magne, 391 

Hashimite clan: and Muhammed, 203 

Haskins, Charles H.: on the intercourse be- 
tween Constantinople and the West in the 
twelfth century, 504-5 

Heeren, Arnold, German scholar: on the Cru- 
sades, 389 

Hegel, German philosopher: on Byzantium, 


Hegira, year of: and the Muhammedan era, 
204 

Heichelheim, Fritz, 27 

Heidelberg, Germany, 363 

Heimbach, E., 41 

Heisenberg, August: 30, 189; on the Mesaritai, 
541, 554-55; on Blemmydes, 550, 552; on 
the problem of Byzantine renaissance, 713n 

Helena, daughter of John Cantacuzene: mar- 
ried to John V, 585 

Helena, Saint, mother of Constantine I, 44 

Helena, sister of Constantius: married to 
Julian, 66, 70 

Helena Palaeologina, wife of Manuel II: por- 
traits of, 486-87 

Helladicit (Helladicot): theme, 228 

Hellenism: and Christianity, 43; spread and 
unifying power of, 88; and Byzantine art, 
127; and the Justinian code, 147; in Egypt, 
187; renaissance of, 582, 687 

Hellespont: Goths, 84; Arabs, 214, 218; Slavs, 
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218; in the Partitio Romanic, 463; umd: 
Michael, 580 
Helmholt, editor of the Weltgeschichte, :. 
Henoticon, 108, 115, 130 
Henry II of England: and Manuel I, 42¢. 3: - 
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Henry VIII of England, 529 

Henry of Flanders, Latin Emperor, 519. 514 
515-16, 520, 541 

Henry IV of Germany: and Pope Grez-.7 
VII, 358, 396; and the First Crusade, : - 

Henry VI of Germany: and the Norman pre 
sessions in Italy, 435-36, 591; policy towerc 
Byzantium of, 448-50, 527, 591; and Is_-: 
II, 448; and Alexius III, 448-49 

Heraclian dynasty: origins of, 193 

Heraclius, African exarch: revolt of, 17, 5~ 

Heraclius, Emperor: accession to throne, 17: 
and the Avars, 197; relations with Khaz_:: 
and the Caucasian tribes, 197; Persian ar 
paigns of, 197-98; significance of his vx. 
tories, 198-99; assumes the utle of busiex. 
199; religious policy of, 209, 222-23: m:i 
tarization of the Empire under, 228-:. 
legislation of, 229; “crusade” of, 403; mer. 
tioned, 576, 609 

Heraclonas (Heracleon), Emperor: success: 
to throne, 193 

Hermogenes: author of the Codex Herr:- 
QeEnianus, 101, 143 

Herodotus: in Byzantium, 58, 73, 180, 491. *«.: 

Hertzberg, G. F., 19-20, 24, 432 

Heruli, people on the Danube, 154 

Herzen, A., Russian writer, 32 

Hesiod: in Byzantium, 69, 73, 488, 499 

Hesseling, D. C., 24 

Hesychast movement, 665-70, 687, G4. t.-. 
698, 699 

Hesychius of Miletus, chronicler, 183 

Hidjaz, province of Arabia, 200 

Hieria, palace: Council at, 260 

Hierocles, grammarian: statistical survey ¢: 
the Empire under Justinian, 182-83 

Hieronymus, Saint. See Jerome 

Himerius, Byzantine admiral, 305 

Hinneberg, P., 30, 31 

Hippodrome, in Constantinople: colum: 
from Delphi in, 60; functions of, 154-55 
factions in, 155; its four bronze horses car. 
ried to Venice, 462; privileges of Pisans is. 
486 

Hira, city on the Euphrates, 201 

Hittin (Hattin), battle of, 445 
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Holobolus, Manuel, Byzantine writer, 706 

Homer: in Byzantium, 69, 73, 488, 489, 496, 
499, 539, 560, 649 

Honorius, Emperor: succession to throne, 66; 
and Stilicho, go-g1; and John Chrysostom, 


Honorius I, Pope: and Monotheletism, 222 
Honorius II, Pope: and John II Comnenus, 
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Honorius III, Pope: crowns Peter de Courte- 
Nay, 519; appeals on behalf of the Latin Em- 
pire, 522-23; mentioned, 465 

Hopf, Carl, German scholar: career and work, 
18-19; and the Fallmerayer theory, 19, 178; 
on the role of Venice in the Fourth Crusade, 
456; on the Catalan expedition, 605 

Hosius, Bishop of Cordova: and the Arian con- 
troversy, 55, 57 

Hospitalers, Knights of St. John, of Rhodes, 
622, 637 

Hugh, Count of Vermandois: 
Crusade, 405 

Hulagu: Mongol state of, 600; relations with 
Michael VIII, 601, 602; and the Golden 
Horde, 601 

Humbert, Cardinal: in Constantinople, 338 

Hundred Years War, 633 

Hungary (Ugria): expansion under the Ar- 
pads and relations with Constantinople and 
Venice, 388; expansion toward Adriatic 
coast and rapprochement with Serbia, 414; 
relations under Manuel I, 423; and the 
Fourth Crusade, 452, 454; reaction to Otto- 
man peril, 630; John VIII in, 640 

Huns: and the Goths, 86-87; attacks on By- 
zantium, 98, 103, 133; eclipse of, 105 

Hunyadi, John, Hungarian hero: in the cru- 
sade of Vladislav, 643 

Hussite movement, 672 

Hutton, W. N., 29 

Hydrus (Otranto), 263 

Hypatia, teacher and philosopher, 121-22 

Hypergyrus, coinage, 480 


in the First 


‘ae the Wise, Great Prince of Rus- 
sia: relations with Constantinople, 323 

Ibas of Edessa: and the Three Chapters con- 
troversy, 152 

Iberia, in the Caucasus. See Georgia 

Ibn _ al-Qalanisi, Arab historian: on the cru- 
sades, 407-8 

Ibn-Khurdadhbah, Arab geographer: and the 
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provincial organization of the Empire, 226, 
249, 350 

Iconium (Konia), in Asia Minor: capital of 
the sultanate of Rum, 357 

Iconoclasm: in Paparrigopoulo, 17; origins 
and motives, 251-58, 288; literature, 251, 
291, 293; first period, 251, 258-63; in the 
eastern provinces, 255; in the army, 263-64, 
287-88; and alienation of Italy and the 
papacy, 265, 290; and the revolt of Thomas 
the Slavonian, 275; second period, 285-87; 
areas opposing, 288-89; art and, 289-90, 
298-99, 372; church property, monasterial 
feudalism, and the Kharistikion, 335, 565, 
574-75 

Ignatian party, 333, 661. See also Ignatius 

Ignatius, Patriarch of Constantinople: conflict 
with Photius, 290, 330 

Igor, Russian prince: relations with Byzan. 
tium, 320n, 321, 322 

Ilion (former Troy), 58 

Illyrians, 129, 613 

Illyricum, prefecture of, 64, 66 

Immunitas: defined, 565; in Byzantium, 570- 
71; compared to exkuseia, 571 

India: and Byzantine art, 126; trade with, 163; 
Byzantine coins in, 165-66; and Heraclius, 
199; and Timur, 635 

Ingelheim, in Germany: Theophilus’ ambas- 
sadors at, 277 

Innocent II], Pope: and King John (Calo- 
joannes) of Bulgaria, 442; and the Hohen- 
staufens, 450-51; and Alexius III, 451; and 
the Fourth Crusade, 451-52, 453, 454, 467- 
68, 478, 540; and the Greek clergy in the 
Latin Empire of Constantinople, 540-41; 
and the Latin church in the East, 540, 542; 
and Theodore Lascaris, 542 

Innocent IV, Pope: and John Vatatzes, 543, 
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“Institutes”  (Institutiones, “Institutions”): 
decree sanctioning, 144-45; in the legal cur- 
riculum, 146 

Investiture struggle, 358 

Ioasaph. See John Cantacuzene 

Ionian Islands: and Venice, 381, 463, 506 

Iorga, N., Roumanian historian: interpreta- 
tion of Byzantine history, 26-29; on Byzan- 
tine literature, 31; on the zealots, 664 

Iotobe (Tiran), island in the Gulf of Akaba: 
Byzantine customhouse on, 167 

Irene, daughter of Isaac II] and wife of Philip 
of Swabia, 440, 448, 455 
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Irene, daughter of the Khagan of the Khazars 
and wife of Constantine V, 234 

Irene, Manuel I’s sister-in-law: and letters, 491, 
502 

Irene, wife of John Vatatzes, 508, 517, 528 

Irene, wife of Leo IV, and Empress: origin 
and accession to throne, 234-35, 302; Arab 
peril under, 238-39; Slavic peril under, 238- 
39, 240; Bulgarian offensive under, 239-40; 
restoration of image worship, 254, 263-64; 
and Charlemagne, 267-68; and monasterial 
immunities, 571 

Irenikos, Nicolaus, writer: occasional poems, 
528-29, 556 

Isaac I Comnenus, Emperor: succession to 
throne, 352; and the Seljuqs, 355; and the 
Patzinaks, 358 

Isaac II Angelus: succession to throne, 379, 
438; rule and character, 438-39; deposed, 
439; reinstated, 440, 459; and William II, 
441; and the Seljuqs, 441; and the Bul- 
garian-Serbian problem, 443, 444; and Fred- 
erick Barbarossa, 446-47; and Henry VI, 
448, 449; Caesaropapism of, 469, 477 

Isaac Comnenus, brother of John II: and let- 
ters, 490 

Isaac Comnenus, ruler of Cyprus: withdraws 
Cyprus from the Empire, 437; and Richard 
the Lion-Hearted, 447 

Isabella of Spain: rights to Byzantine throne, 


go 

Isaurian (Syrian) dynasty: origins, 234-45; in- 
ternal activities, 240-48; and theme or- 
ganization, 249-51; iconoclastic policy of, 
251-65, 269-71; and monasterial feudalism, 
274-75 

Isaurians, in Asia Minor: under Zeno, 67, 90, 
106, 109; under Anastasius, 109, 115, 116; 
transported to Thrace, 109 

Isidore, Metropolitan of Moscow, Cardinal: in 
Constantinople, 647, 649, 675; in the Coun- 
cil of Basel, 672-73; at the Council of 
Ferrara-Florence, 673; and the decree of 
union in Russia, 674 

Isidore of Miletus: architect of St. Sophia and 
the Church of the Holy Apostles, 188, 189 

Isidore of Seville, 196 

Islam: relation to Christianity and Judaism, 
205-6, 207, 237; tolerance of, 208, 216-17, 
391-92; spread of among the Berbers, 218; 
and image worship, 255; conversion of the 
Seljuqs to, 354; and the Golden Horde, 601 

Isnik (Nicaea). See Nicaea 
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Isocrates: in Byzantium, 488, 489 

Italian Renaissance: and medieval Greek liter- 
ature, 3; and Byzantium, 713-22 

Italus, John: case of, 473; and contemporary 
western scholasticism, 474-75; in the T:n.- 
rion, 497; student of Aristotle, 699 

Italy: and the tetrarchy settlement, 62; and 
Diocletian’s reforms, 64; in the prefecture 
of, 64; events under Zeno, 107; and Ostro 
gothic rule, 134; under Justinian, 137; Lom- 
bard conquest of, 172-73; under the Exarch 
of Ravenna, 174-75; and the plague of 745. 
178; Arab menace, conditions under Con- 
stans II, 221-22; iconoclasm in, 262-63; mi- 
gration of Byzantine monks in, 263; Arab 
conquests and political situation in the ninth 
century, 280; under the Macedonian dv- 
Nasty, 326-30; Normans in, 359-61; crusad- 
ing enthusiasm in, 402; Italian policy of 
Manuel I, 424-25; art of the eleventh anc 
twelfth centuries, 504; intercourse in Con- 
stantinople in the twelfth century, 505; rise 
of culture in the thirteenth century, 5$3: 
Renaissance and Byzantium, 582, 696, 71> 
22; Hellenization of Southern Italy, 71> 

Ivan (John) the Terrible, Tsar of Russia, 43: 

Ivan III, Tsar of Russia, rights to Byzantine 
throne, 590 


J AFFA: captured by Saladin, 445 

James of Venice: at Constantinople, 476 

Japan: feudalism in, 564 

Jenghiz Khan (Khan Temuchin), 531 

Jerome, Saint: on Constantius, 68; and Euse- 
bius of Caesarea, 119; Chronicle quoted, 
100 

Jerphanion, G. de, 373 

Jerusalem, city: destruction by Titus, 54, 117: 
under Constantine I, 54; Monophysiusm, 
105; captured by Persians, 195, 197; Ire- 
covered by Heraclius, 198; falls to the Arabs, 
211; sacred to Muslims, 217; and pilgrims, 
217, 391-94; and John Tzimisces, 310; and 
Romanus III, 312; Patriarchate of and the 
breach between Rome and Constantinople, 
338-39, 542; repercussions in, of the Byzan- 
tine victories in Syria and Palestine, 392: 
sacked by Seljugs, 394; and Fatimids, 409: 
falls to the crusaders, 409; in a treaty be- 
tween Andronicus and Saladin, 437; cap 
tured by Saladin, 445; Patriarch of, crowns 
John Cantacuzene, 585; Council of, and 
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the Union of Florence, 674; mentioned, 418, 
419, 590, 600 

Jerusalem, Kingdom of: founded, 409; rela- 
tions with Manuel I and John II, 416, 427; 
captured by Saladin, 445; Assises of Jeru- 
salem, 578-79 

Jesus Christ: in Islam, 205 

Jews: and Justinian, 149-50; side with Per- 
sians, 195; in Arabia, 202-3; and Leo III, 
258; and Basil, 332; persecuted by Hakim, 
392; in the Peloponnesus, 638. See also Juda- 
ism 

Jiretek, C.: on John IT Asen, 523, 586 

Joan of Arc: discussed at Constantinople, 642 

Job, Patriarch of Antioch: crowns Thomas 
the Slavonian, 274-75; and image worship, 
287 

Joel, Byzantine chronicler, 556 

Johannites: persecuted, 95 

Johannitsa, Tsar of Bulgaria. See Kalojan 

John, Bishop of Nikiu, 171 

John, Metropolitan of Kiev (John II), 500 

John VIII, Pope: reconciliatory attitude of, 
225-26; and Basil I, 327; and the second 
Photian schism, 332 

John XII, Pope, 327 

John I Asen, Tsar of Bulgaria, 442 

John II Asen, Tsar of Bulgaria: policy and 
aims of, 523-26, 532; and the Latin Empire, 
524; and Theodore Angelus, 524-25; alli- 
ance with John Vatatzes and Manuel of 
Thessalonica, 525-26; extent of his posses- 
sions, 525; mentioned, 506, 518, 522 

John Climacus: work and influence of, 185 

John II Comnenus (Calojohn, Caloyan), Em- 
peror: succession to throne and character, 
375-76; external policy of, 412; and the 
Normans, 412; and Venice, 413; obliterates 
Patzinaks, 413; relations with Hungary and 
Serbia; 414; Italian policy, 414-15; Armenia 
Minor, 415, 426; and the principality of 
Antioch, 415-16; entente with Lothar of 
Germany and Conrad III, 415; Turkish 
campaigns of, 415; and the Kingdom of Je- 
rusalem, 416; foundation of the monastary 
and hospital of Pantocrator, 472; relations 
with papacy, 475-76; internal policy of, 480; 
and letters, 490 

John HI Ducas Vatatzes, Emperor of Nicaea: 
succession to throne, 508; external policy, 
517-18; and Theodore Angelus, 519, 521, 
522-23; and the Latin Empire, 523; and 
John II Asen, 525-26; and Manuel of 


823 


Thessalonica, 525-26; relations with Fred- 
erick II Hohenstaufen, 526, 527, 528-30, 544, 
556; plans for union and the papacy, 528, 
530, 532, 542-43, 544-45; campaigns in the 
Balkans, 532; role in restoration of the Em- 
pire, 533-34; internal policy, 546-48; rela- 
tions with Venice, 547-48; and Leon 
Gabalus, 548; and letters, 549-50; controlled 
the Albanians, 614; mentioned, 531, 536, 


John IV Lascaris, Emperor of Nicaea: suc- 
cession to throne, 508; dethroned by Mi- 
chael VIII, 508, 538, 661; at the court of 
Charles of Anjou, 595; his partisans join 
with the Arsenites, 662; mentioned, 534, 
536 

John V Palaeologus: succession to throne and 
the rebellion of John Cantacuzene, 584-85; 
sole emperor and the rebellion of John VII, 
585-86; external situation under, 585-86; 
and Bayazid, 587, 625; prisoner of Vene- 
tians, 588, 671; and Stephen Dushan, 617; 
and Genoa, 627, 628; supported by the 
popular-zealot party, 664, 683; journey to 
Rome and conversion to Catholicism, 671 

John VI Cantacuzene, Emperor: accession to 
throne, 584-85; and Stephen Dushan, 617, 
620, 621; and his Ottoman allies, 622-24; 
and the Genoese, 625; on the Black Death, 
626; attitude during Genoese-Venetian war, 
627; supported by the aristocracy, 653; 
miniature of, 669, 711-12; on the conditions 
in Peloponnesus, 682; literary activity, 688- 
89; became monk, 688; and Cydones, 695 

John VII, Palaeologus, Emperor: and John V, 
586; and Manuel II, 631, 632 

John VIII Palaeologus: succession to the 
throne, 586, 588-89; relations with the 
Ottomans and their advances under, 640- 
44; in Venice, Milan, and Hungary in search 
for aid, 640; Union of Florence, 643, 673; 
portrait and bust of, 674 

John Lackland of England, 452 

John Moschus: his Pratum Spirituale, 186 

John of Antioch, chronicler, 231 

John of Brienne, Latin Emperor: career, 524, 
542-43 

John of Cappadocia, prefect, 156-57 

John of Ephesus, historian of the time of 
Justin II: on Anastasius, 141; on Theodora, 
150-51; work of, 184-85 

John the Faster, Patriarch of Constantinople, 
173 
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John the Grammarian, Patriarch of Constan- 
tinople: iconoclasm, 286-87; deposed, 287; 
letters, 297 

John the Lydian, writer: work of, 154, 182 

John the Merciful, Saint, 533 

John Tzimisces, Emperor: accession to throne, 
302; campaigns against the eastern Arabs, 
307, 310-11, 313, 3913 and Bulgaria, 310, 
319; and Sviatoslav, 310, 319, 321; Italian 
policy, 310, 328; and Armenia, 310; and 
Athonian monasticism, 336-373 historian of, 
364; and the Paulicians, 383; “crusades” of, 
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Joranson, E.: pilgrimages of the eleventh cen- 


tury, 398 

Jordan, Mount of, 217 

Jordanes, Latin historian, 85, 125 

Joscelin, Count of Edessa, 418 

Joseph, Patriarch of Constantinople: at the 
Council of Ferrara-Florence, 673, 674 

Joseph Genesius, historian, 363 

Jovian, Emperor: succession to throne, 66; and 
Persia, 76;, religious policy of, 76, 78 

Judaism: and the Kingdom of Yemen, 131; 
and Justinian I, 149-50, 154; in Arabia, 202- 
3; and image worship, 255 

Judicatum, 152-53 

Julian the Apostate, Emperor: and Constan- 
tius, 65-66, 69-70; “Caesar,” 66; and pagan- 
ism, 68, 71-78; education and travel, 69-70; 
at Milan, 70; in Athens, 70; in Gaul, 70; 
“Augustus,” 71; and the church, 72-76; 
school reform of, 73; at Daphne, 75; writ- 
ings, 75, 76-77, 1243 religious convictions 
of, 76-78; farewell message of, 76; restores 
Altar of Victory in the Senate, 83; Goths in 
army of, 85; and Libanius, 124; in Zosimus, 
125 

Justin I the Elder: origins and succession to 
throne, 129-30; religious policy of, 130-31, 
149, 151; Abyssinian policy of, 131; his- 
torian of, 183 

Justin II the Younger, Emperor: succession to 
throne, 129, 169; adopts Tiberius II, 130; 
speech on the occasion of his adoption of 
Tiberius, 130; relations -with Turks, 168, 
170; silk industry under, 168; wars with 
Persia, 170; and Monophysiticism, 173; his- 
torian of, 186 

Justinian I, the Great: and the epibole, 113; 
origins and succession to throne, 129-30, 
614; and the papacy, 130-31, 1495 and The- 
odora, 132; and Monophysitism, 132, 149- 


Index 


50, 150-54, 157; external policy of, 133-3+ 
141-42, 161-62; ideology of, 133-34. 142. 
148, 159; and Persia, 135; and Vanda's 
135-36; and Ostrogoths, 135, 136-37: anc 
Visigoths, 137-38; and Franks, 138; his 
conquests, 138; and Kotrigurs, 140; Bulgare- 
Slavic incursions under, 140; fortuficatian 
of, 141, 168-69, 638; legislative work of. 
142-47; and legal studies, 146; religious 
policy of, 148-50; and the Jews, 149; anc 
closing of the Athenian school, 150, %@*. 
and the Three Chapters controversy, is= 
internal policy, 154-62; Nika revolt, 153- 
57; and large landowners, 157-58, 573-73: 
fiscal policy, 159-61; administrative reforms. 
160; and the army, 161; and commerce. 
162-63, 167; and the Kingdom of Axum, 
167; collapse of his system, 169; church con- 
struction under, 169, 187-88, 1go0-9r: anc 
letters, 180; in Procopius, 180; historians o*. 
183; artistic activity under, 187-92; in Uz 
Ravenna mosaic, 191; Armenian policy ot. 
313; and monasterial immunities, 572. a 

—Code of: formation of, 142-47: and the 
Ecloga, 242; and the Rural Law, 244: and 
the Rhodian Law, 247-48; and the Military 
Law, 249; fortunes and revival of, under 
Basil I, 339, 340, 342; and the Basilics, 2:2: 
and the patrocinium, 569, 570; and im. 
munitas, 571; and the Hexabiblos of Har- 
menopulus, 705; mentioned, 102, 246 

Justinian I] Rhinotmetus, Emperor: career. 
193-94; internal policy of, 193-94: and the 
Khazars, 194; and the Bulgarians, 194; anc 
the Mardaites, 215; Slavs in the Opstkice. 
218; religious policy of, 225-26; and Pope 
Sergius and Constantine, 225; grants «% 
exkuseia, 571, 572 

Jus vetus (jus antiquum), 142, 143, 144 


Kaasa, sanctuary in Mecca, 203, 20h 

Kaffa (Caffa), in the Crimea: Genoese at, £25 

Kahrieh jami (Qahriye-jami). See Chora 

Kalabaka, in Thessaly, 621 

Kaleb, King of Abyssinia: and Justin I in the 
Kebra Nagast, 131 

Kalojan (Johannitsa), Tsar of Bulgaria: and 
Innocent III, 442; active in international 
life, 506; relations with Latin Empire. 5:«: 
aims and policy of, 509-10, 532: campaigzs 
of, 510-11 

Kaphalas, Constantine, writer, 363-64 
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- Karamzin, Russian historian, 371 

Karolides, P., Greek historian, 17 

Kasia, Byzantine poet, 295-96 

Kathisma, in the Hippodrome, 154 

Kaufmann, C. M.: excavations of, 127 

Kavallarios, 577 

Kawadh, King of Persia; militarization of 
Persia under, 228 

Kawad Sheroe, Persian King: and Heraclius, 
198 

Kebra Nagast, collection of Abyssinian ma- 
terial: Justin I in, 131 

Kemal, Mustapha Ataturk: and St. Sophia, 190 

Kenourgion, palace built by Basil I, 373 

Kephallenia. See Cephalonia 

Khadidja, wife of Muhammed, 203-4 

Kharisttkion: institution of, 479-80; and the 
Comneni, 480; compared to the beneficium, 
565-66; use of term, 567 

Khazaria: trade relations with, 324 

Khazars: Justinian II among them, 194; alli- 
ance with Heraclius, 197; and Bulgarians, 
219; menace Arabs, 238; and Leo II, 238; 
in On the Administration of the Empire, 
362 

Khomiakov, A. S., 33 

Khorasan (Khurasan), Persian province: and 
the Seljuqs, 354; and the Turkish horde of 
Ghuzz, 604 

Kiev: frescoes in, 504; seized by Mongols, 530 

Kipchaks. See Golden Horde 

Kireyevsky, J. V.: on the influence of By- 
zantium on the Italian Renaissance, 714 

Kirghiz steppes: origins of the Seljuqs, 354 

Klimata (Gothic Klimata). See Cherson, 
theme of 

Klokotinitza, battle of, 524 

Kluchevsky, V. O.: on the struggle between 
Russians and Polovtzi, 400; quoted, 590 

Kondakov, N. P.: distinguished scholar, 33, 
40, 42; on the miniatures in the Christian 
topography, 167; on number of monastic 
establishments, 256; on Byzantine art, 709, 
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Kopin Viennese scholar: on Slavonization 
of Greece, 179 

Koran, 198, 206 

Kormchata Kniga (Book of Rules), Russian 
treatise: and the Epanagoge, 342 

Kormlenie, institution of Old Russia: com- 
pared to the pronoia, 569 

Korting, G.: on Barlaam, 715 

Kossovo, battle of, 624 
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Kostendil (Velbuzd): battle of, 612 

Kotrigurs: ravage Greece and the Thracian 
Chersonese, 140 

Kovalevsky, M., 626 

Krebs, E.: on Constantine I, 48 

Krug, Ph., 32 

Krum, Bulgarian King: campaigns of, 281 

Krumbacher, Karl: work in Byzantine litera- 
ture, 30-31, 42; founded Byzantine Journal, 
39; on Christian letters, 116; on the con- 
tribution of the European provinces, 117; 
on Theophylact Simocatta, 182; on Kasia, 
295-96; on George Kyriotes, 365; on Anna 
Comnena, 490; on Tzetzes, 498-99; on 
Nicholas Irenikos, 556; on Belthandros and 
Chrysantza, 558-59; on John of Naupactos, 
560; on George Bardanes, 561; on Mazaris, 
638; on Nicephorus Gregoras, 690; on 
Demetrius Triklinius, 705; quoted, 686-87, 
689; mentioned, 555, 710 

Kudama, Arab geographer: on themes, 226 

Kugler, B., German historian: on the First 
Crusade, 389; on the Second Crusade, 419; 
on the battle of Myriocephalon, 430 

Kulakovsky, J. A.: importance as scholar, 34- 
35; on the origins of Maurice, 130; on the 
Mardaites, 215; on the themes, 227; men- 
tioned, 270 

Kunik, A., 32 

Kuraish, tribe: and Mecca, 203; and Muham- 
med, 204 

Kyriotes, John (Geometres), Byzantine poet, 
365-606 


L ABARUM: and Constantine, 50; and 
Julian, 73; and Jovian, 78 

Labbé (Labbaeus) Philippe, 4 

Laconia: recovered from the Franks, 609 

Lactantius, Firmianus, Christian writer: on 
Constantine I, 49; and the Edict of Milan, 
51; importance, 123 

Lakhmids, Syrian Arabian dynasty, 201 

Lamansky, V. I., 218, 603 

La Monte, John: on the Assises of Jerusalem, 
578 , 

Lampros, Spyridon, Greek historian, 23, 41, 
236, 589, 677 

Lascarids, rulers of the Empire of Nicaea: 
origins, 468, 507; and letters, 549 

Lateran, basilica, in Rome: erection of, 52; 
Synod, and Monotheletism, 223; Council of 
1215, 542 
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Latifundia, 573 

Latin Empire of Constantinople: under 
Baldwin I of Flanders, 506; relations with 
Bulgaria, 509-10, 526, 612; and the Empire 
of Nicaea, 514, 516-17, 526; after the battle 
of Castoria, 537; end of, 538; attitude of the 
Greek clergy in, 540-41, 542; and the cru- 
sading idea, 542; and Serbia, 612 

Latin language, in Byzantium, 100, 117, 125 

Laura, Athonian monastery, 677 

Lavisse, E., historian, 29 

Lazar, Serbian prince: and the Ottomans, 624 

Lazarus, icon painter: martyred under The- 
ophilus, 286 

Lazica, in the Caucasus: under Justinian, 139 

Lebeau, Charles, 11-12 

Lebedev, A. P.: on iconoclasm, 256; on zealots, 
659, 660 

Legnano, battle of, 425 

Leib, B.: on the letter of Alexius I to Robert 
of Flanders, 387 

Lemerle, Paul, 30 

Lemnos, island: battle of, 306; granary of 
Constantinople, 679 

Leo I, Emperor: succession to throne, 66-67; 
Aspar and the Germanic problem, 104-5, 
114; religious policy of, 106 

Leo II the Younger, Emperor, 67, 106 

Leo III the Isaurian, Emperor: treatment by 
Finlay, 14-15; succession to throne and 
origins, 194, 230, 234; and the Arab men- 
ace, 235-38, 390; the “Miltiades of medieval 
Hellenism,” 236; and the Bulgarians, 236, 
239; and the Khazars, 238; legislation of, 
240-49; Slavic policy of, 246; taxation under, 
250-51; iconoclasm and, 252-53, 258-59, 
265; Caesaropapism, 257-58; estimate of his 
reign, 269-70 

Leo IV the Khazar, Emperor: succession to 
throne, 234; iconoclastic policy of, 263 

Leo V the Armenian, Emperor: origins and 
succession to throne, 254, 272; and Krum, 
281; and Omurtag, 282; and the fortifica- 
tions of Constantinople, 282; iconoclastic 
policy of, 284-85; historian of, 363 

Leo VI the Wise, Emperor: succession to 
throne, 301; and the Bulgarian menace, 
304, 316-17; and the Arabs, 305; and the 
Magyars, 316; and Oleg, 320; and the ad- 
ministration of Italy, 327; and Photius, 332; 
legislative work, 342-43, 345; and letters, 
361-62; and Athonian immunities, 571; 
mentioned, 336, 351, 363 
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Leo of Tripolis: sack of Thessalonica, 305: de. 
feated at Lemnos, 306 

Leo I the Great, Pope: and Monophysiusm, x 

Leo III, Pope: and the coronation of Char.es 
the Great, 266 

Leo IX, Pope: and the breach with Cons:a2- 
tinople, 337-39 

Leo XIII, Pope, 674 

Leo the Deacon, historian: on Nicephorus 
Phocas, 309, 335; on the battle of Anchialu:. 
317; and Oleg’s expedition, 321; work of. 
364 

Leo the Grammarian, chronicler, 365 

Leo the Mathematician: learning and activity 
of, 297-98 

Leo Tornikios: insurrection of, 315 

Leonard, Archbishop of Chios: on the siege 
and capture of Constantinople, 649 

Leonidas, Spartan king, 176 

Leontus, Bishop of Neapolis in Cyprus: work 
of, 232-33 

Leontius, Emperor, 194 

Leontius of Byzantium, writer, 185 

Leontius Pilatus: role in the Renaissance, 71 
17 

Lepanto. See Naupactus 

Le Quien, Michel, Dominican monk, 5-6 

Lesbos, island: Seljugs in, 394; in the Partizz0 
Romanie, 463; recovered by John Vatatzes, 
523; Genoese in, 537, 589, 630 

Levchenko, M. V., 39 

Lewis II, Emperor: in Italy, 280; occupied 
Bari, 303, 360; relauons with Basil I, 303, 
326 

Lewis the Pious, Emperor: Theophilus’ am- 
bassadors to, 277 

Lexicon of Suidas, 364 

Lex Romana Vistgothorum (Breviary of 
Alaric), 102 

Libanius of Antioch, rhetorician: and Julian. 
69, 72, 76; and Chrysostom, 94, 118; work 
and influence of, 123-24 

Licinius, Emperor: succession to throne, 44: 
and Christianity, 49, 51; mentioned, $5 

Limes romanus, 200 

Lingenthal, Zacharia von: importance, 41; on 
Rural Code, 244, 245, 246 

Lipshitz, E.: on the Rural Code, 245 

Lithuania: and the See of Constantinople, 5 

Liudprand, Bishop of Cremona: in Constan. 
tinople, 327-28 

Liztos (ligius), 569 

Lombard, A.: on iconoclasm, 253 
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Lombard communes: and Manuel I, 425, 430 

Lombards: in Pannonia, 172; in Italy, 172-73; 
attacks of and the formation of the exarchate 
of Ravenna, 174-76, 227; position in Italy 
in the ninth century, 280; and Byzantine 
influence, 717 

Longobardia, theme of, 327 

Long Wall (Anastasian wall), in Constanti- 
nople: erection of, 110 

Lot, F., 30, 48 

Lothar of Germany: entente with John II, 415 

Louis II, Emperor. See Lewis II 

Louis VII, of France: and the Second Crusade, 
419, 421; and Manuel I, 420, 421, 423; mar- 
riage of daughter to Alexius II, 431 

Louis IX, of France: and the activity of 
Charles of Anjou, 593; and Michael VIII, 


593-94 

Louis XIII, of France: and Byzantine litera- 
ture, 3 

Louis XIV, of France: Byzantine studies dur- 
ing the epoch of, 3-4 

Louis of Blois: and the Fourth Crusade, 452 

Louvre, in Paris: miniature of Manuel II and 
Helena in, 586; Manuel II’s stay in, 633, 634 

Luchaire, A., 458, 543-44 

Lucian of Samosata, satirist of the second cen- 
tury: in Byzantium, 364, 366, 497, 498, 501 

Lucian of Samosata, theologian: and Arian- 
ism, 55 

Lucius III], Pope: and Andronicus I, 436 

Lusignan, Guy de, ex-king of Jerusalem, ruler 
of Cyprus, 447 

Lusignan family, rulers of Cyprus, 447, 448 

Lutetia Parisiorum (Paris): Julian at, 70 

Lybistros and Rhodamne, Byzantine romance, 
707-8 

Lyons, Council and Union of: Pope Innocent 
IV at, 543; envoys of Michael Palaeologus 
at, 553, 596, 658; Pope Martin IV broke 
with, 599; motives and achievements of, 


657-59, 662-63 


Viaeia Jean, 5 


Macarius, Patriarch of Antioch, 225 

Macedonia: in the prefecture of Illyricum, 64; 
invaded by Goths, 85; devastated by Getae, 
110; suffers from the Kotrigurs, 140; Sla- 
vonic revolt in, 239; in the hands of Simeon, 
318; Uzes and Patzinaks in, 358-59; in the 
Partitio Romanie, 463, 506; and Kalojan, 
509, 511; occupied by Bulgarians, 525; and 
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John Vatatzes, 532; devastated by the Cata- 
lans, 606; in the thirteenth century, 609; 
and Stephen Dushan, 613, 617; art monu- 
ments of the epoch of the Palaeologi, 711 

Macedonian dynasty: origins of, 301; social 
legislation of, 346-49; art under, 371-74; 
“Macedonian Renaissance,” 373; and the 
military holding, 567; and the institution of 
the exkuseia, 571; and monasterial feudal- 
ism, 575; and the small landowner, 577 

Macedonius, heresy of, 81 

Maeotis (Sea of Azov): Genoese and Vene- 
tians in, 625; and the Peace of Turin, 628 

Magnesia: cult of John Vatatzes in, 533 

Magyars (Hungarians): in Byzantine history, 
304; engage Simeon, 316; raid the Balkans, 
319; in On the Administration of the Em- 
pire, 362. See also Hungary 

Maina, fortress in the Morea: ceded to Michael 
VIII, 580, 637 

Malaga, in Spain: under Justinian I, 137 

Malalas, John, chronicler: work and influence 
on chronography, 183-84; and John of 
Antioch, 231 

Malatesta family, 699 

Maleinus, Eustathius, Cappadocian magnate, 
348, 577 

Malik Ghazi, Emir: captures Bohemond, 410 

Malta: occupied by Arabs, 304 

Mamluks: defeat Mongols, 600; origins and 
relations with Constantinople and the 
Golden Horde, 600-2 

Mamun, Caliph of Bagdad: and Thomas the 
Slavonian, 274-75; campaigns in Asia 
Minor, 276; and Leo the Mathematician, 298 

Manasses, Constantine, chronicler: work of, 
491, 502-3 

Manfred: Byzantine policy of, 530, 536, 591; 
mentioned, 598 

Mangu, Mongol Great Khan, 600 

Maniaces, George: eastern campaigns, 312; 
Sicilian expedition of, 313, 329 

Manichacism, 149, 154, 383. See also Paulicians 
and Bogomiles 

Mangjlovic, M.: on Nica Riot, 156 

Manuel, brother of Theodore Angelus, 525, 
561 

Manuel I Comnenus, Emperor: succession to 
throne, and character, 276; external policy 
of, 376, 417-18, 422-25, 431-32; and An- 
dronicus I, 377-38; married to Bertha of 
Sulzbach, 417, 418; developments in Asia 
Minor under, 417; and Second Crusade, 418, 
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Manuel I Comnenus, Emperor (continued) 
419-22; and Louis VII, 420, 421, 431; and 
Conrad III, 421; and the papacy, 423, 425, 
476-77; and Frederick Barbarossa, 424-25, 
430; Italian expedition of, 424-25; relations 
with Venice, 425, 453, 459; and Italian 
Communes, 425; Armenia Minor and Latin 
states of the First Crusade, 426-27; relations 
with Muhammedan princes, 427-28; and 
Qilij Arslan, 428-29; and Henry II Planta- 
genet, 429, 431; western tastes of, 431, 568- 
69, 577; and princess of Polotzk, 431; and 
Prester John legend, 432; in Russian tradi- 
tion, 432; ecclesiastical policy of, 469, 470, 
471; internal policy of, 480-81, 483; and let- 
ters, 490-91; historian of, 491; mentioned, 
415, 416, 561 

Manuel II Palaeologus, Emperor: miniature 
of, 586, 635, 711-12; and governor of Thes- 
salonica, 587; in predatory Turkish expe- 
dition in Asia Minor, 587-88; in Paris, 587, 
633-34; at court of Bayazid, 625, 629-30; 
character, 588-89; external policy of, 630- 
36, 639-40; and crusade of Sigismund of 
Hungary, 630; and Venice, 630; and Mar- 
shal Boucicaut, 631-32; popular dissatisfac- 
tion with, 631; appeal and journey to west- 
ern Europe, 631-34, 635, 636; in London, 
633-34; Martin V and Ferdinand I, 636; 
and Muhammed I, 639-40; 1n the Pelopon- 
nesus, 637, 682; death of, 641; redeemed 
John V prisoner in Venice, 671; gold coin- 
age of, 686; work and culture, 688; and 
Cydones, 695 

Manzikert, in Armenia, battle of: significance, 
356-57; mentioned, 361, 395, 401, 408, 429, 
485 

Marcais, George, 26 

Marcian, Emperor: origins and succession to 
throne, 66; and Aspar, 104; religious policy 
of, 105 

Marcus Aurelius, Emperor: quoted, 72 

Mardaites: function of, and removal from the 
Arab frontier by Justinian II, 215 

Mardonius, teacher of Julian the Apostate, 69 

Marie Antoinette, of France, 377 

Marinus, prefect, 113 

Mark Eugenicus, Metropolitan of Ephesus: 
and the Union of Florence, 673, 674; writ- 
ings of, 697; and Bessarion, 721! 

Marmora, Sea of. See Propontis 

Marr, N.: excavations at Ani, 314-15; on 
John Italus, 474 
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Marseilles (Massilia): umage worship at, 255: 
quarters at Constantinople, 616 

Martin I, Pope: the Ecthesis and the Typu:. 
223; and Constans II, 223-24 

Martin IV, Pope: abrogates Union of Lyons 
596-97, 659; Byzantine policy and the 
Sicilian vespers, 599 

Martin V, Pope: and Manuel II, 636 

Martina, wife of Heraclius, 193, 198 

Mary (Maria) of Antioch, wife of Manuel 1: 
regency of, 376-77, 432-33; Latinophile 
policy of, 378 

Mary (Maria) of Trebizond, wife of John 
VIII, 588, 642 

Maslamah, Arab general: in Asia Minor. 
236 

Mas-Latrie, French historian: on the role of 
Venice in the Fourth Crusade, 456 

Maspero, J.: on Dioscorus, 187; on Egypt, 20g- 
10 

Masudi, Arab historian and geographer: on 
the Christian sect in Palestine, 217 

Matthew Cantacuzene, author, 689 

Matthew of Paris: on Innocent IV, 531-32 

Maurice, Emperor: origins and succession to 
throne, 130; able rule, 169; and Persian war, 
171; appeals to Franks vs. Lombards, 17> 
73; relations with papacy, 173; and the 
formation of exarchates, 174-75; and letters, 
180, 187; dynastic policy of, 575-76 

Maurice, J.: on Constantine, 48 

Maxentius, Emperor, 44, 49 

Maximian, Emperor, 44, 62, 85 

Maximus Confessor: and Monotheletism, 223: 
work and influence of, 224, 231-32; m 
Scotus Eriugena, 232; and Byzanune myst- 
cism, 698; mentioned, 488 

Maximus of Ephesus, philosopher: and Julian 
the Apostate, 70 

Mazarin, Jules, Cardinal: collector of manu. 
Scripts, 3 

Mazaris, imitator of Lucian: on conditions in 
Morea, 637-38, 682; work of, jor 

Mecca (Macoraba), 202-3, 205 

Medici, house of: 673; Cosimo and Plethon. 
699 

Medina (Yathrib): importance as city, 202; 
under Muhammed, 204, 205, 208; Mubam- 
med’s grave at, 237 

Mediterranean Sea: “Byzantine lake,” 133, 138 

Megabazus, Persian general, 58 

Megarians, founders of Chalcedon and Byzan- 
uum, 57 
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Mehdia, North African city: attacked by 
Genoese and Pisans, 399 

Meles: and the Normans, 329 

Melitene, city in Mesopotamia: recovered by 
Curcuas, 306 

Meliteniotes, Theodore: work of, 706-7 

Menander the Protector, historian, 139, 181 

Menas, Egyptian saint: basilica of, 127 

Menas, Patriarch of Constantinople, 151, 152 

Menology: See Vatican Menologium, 373 

Mercati, S., 31 

Merovingians, 576 

Mesarites, John: activity and work of, 554-55 

Mesarites, Nicholas, Metropolitan of Ephesus: 
on the sack of Constantinople by the cru- 
saders, 461; and the matter of union, 541, 
542; activity and work, 555 

Mesopotamia: Hellenism in, 89; and Nesto- 
rianism, 99; and Byzantine art, 126; con- 
quered by the Arabs, 211; and Saladin, 445; 
Mongols in, 600; Timur in, 635 

Messina, in Sicily: captured by Arabs, 279; 
recovered by Maniaces, 329; Henry VI at, 
449 

Meteora, monastic establishments: foundation 
of, 621 

Methodius, Patriarch of Constantinople: and 
Michael II, 286; reinstated by Theodora, 287 

Methodius, Saint, Slavonic missionary, 282 

Metochites, Theodore: on Nicaea, 513; sack 
of his palace, 682; work and influence of, 
702-4 

Meursius, Dutch Byzantinist, 3 

Michael Asen, Tsar of Bulgaria: and The- 
odore II Lascaris, 535 

Michael of Thessalonica: work and career, 497 

Michael I Angelus Ducas Comnenus, Despot 
of Epirus: and Theodore Lascaris, 519; men- 
tioned, 506, 518 

Michael I Rangabé, Emperor: and Charle- 
magne, 268; succession to the throne, 271; 
and Krum, 281; religious policy of, 283 

Michael I] the Stammerer, Emperor: origins 
and succession to throne, 254, 272; religious 
policy of, 254, 285-86; and the insurrection 
of Thomas the Slavonian, 274-75; relations 
with Bulgarians, 275; loss of Crete under, 
278-79 

Michael III (the Drunkard), Emperor: suc- 
cession to throne, and character, 272; his 
victories over the Russians and the eastern 
Arabs, 272; rupture with the papacy under, 
290 
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Michael IV the Paphlagonian, Emperor: suc- 
cession to throne, 302; Sicilian expedition 
of, 329 

Michael V Calaphates: succession to throne, 
302 

Michael VI Stratioticus, Emperor: succession 
to throne, 305, 352; and Psellus, 368 

Michael VII Ducas, Emperor: succession to 
throne, and policy of, 353; Seljuq menace 
under, 356-57; appeals to Gregory VII of, 
358, 359, 395, 475; negotiations with Robert 
Guiscard, 361 

Michael VIII Palaeologus, Emperor: career of, 
536; and the coalition of the Despot of 
Epirus, Manfred, and William of Villehar- 
douin, 536; battle of Castoria, 536-37; rela- 
tions with Genoa and Venice, 537-38, 548, 
591, 593, 615; recovers Constantinople, 538; 
second coronation in St. Sophia, 538; and 
Alexander IV, 545; the Empire and its 
enemies under, 580-81, 594-95; and Man- 
fred, 591; and Charles of Anjou, 592-99; 
and the papacy, 593; and Louis IX, 593-94; 
relations with Serbs, Bulgars, and Alba- 
nians, 594-95; and Gregory X, 596; rela- 
tions with Qala‘un, 597, 601-2; and Peter 
of Aragon, 598; eastern policy of, 599-603; 
relations with Mongols and Mamluks, 600- 
2; situation in Asia Minor under, 602; and 
the akritai, 602-3, 681; and the Union of 
Lyons, 657-59; reaction of Greek clergy to 
ecclesiastical policy, 657-58, 659-63; and 
Patriarch Arsenius, 661; and Arsenites, 662~ 
63; and the fleet, 680; author and patron 
of letters, 688; historian of, 689; mentioned, 
507; 533, 553, 583, 637 

Michael IX Palaeologus, Emperor: accession 
to throne, 583-84; and the Ottomans, 604; 
and Roger de Flor, 606 

Michel, A., 42 

Miklosich, Franz von, 677 

Milan, Edict of: proclaimed, 44; sixteenth cen- 
tennial of, 48, 51; text of, 51, 97 

Milan (Mediolanum): headquarters of Maxi- 
mian, 62; aided by Manuel I, 425; Manuel 
II in, 633; John VIII in, 640; Chrysoloras 
in, 718 

Miltarisia, silver coins, 480 

Military Law, 244, 248-49 

“Military party”: struggle with the “civil 
party,” 351-54 

Miller, W., 532 

Millet, G., 677, 710, 712 
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Milosh (Obilic, Kobilic), noble Serb: assas- 
sination of Murad I, 624 

Milvian Bridge, battle of, 44 

Mir-Achor djami, 128 

Mistra, in the Morea: stronghold of the French 
princes of Morea, 465; residence of the 
Despot of Morea, 465, 589, 637; cultural 
center, 465, 637, 645, 687, 712; setting of 
Goethe’s Faust, 466; ceded to Michael VIII, 
580, 637; monuments of the renaissance of 
art under the Palaeologi at, 582, 687, 709, 
711; literary figures at, 645, 699, 720; and 
the expedition of 1465, 699 

Mithras, Persian god: cult of, 49; and Julian, 
77 

Modon, in the Peloponnesus, Venetian port, 
466 

Moesia: Dacians transferred to, 85; Goths in, 
86; Bulgars in, 219 

Monachomachia, 262 

Monembasia, city in the Peloponnesus: Slavic 
settlements, 240; ceded to Michael VIII, 580, 
637 

Mongols: invasions and conquests of, 530-32, 
599-601; in Asia Minor, 530-31, 535, 599- 
600, 604; Innocent IV and the Mongols ac- 
cording to Matthew of Paris, 531-32; and 
John Vatatzes, 531, 532; and Theodore II, 
535; state of in Persia, 600, 604; invade and 
devastate Syria and Mesopotamia, 600; and 
the Mamluks, 600; state of in Russia, 600-1; 
relations under Michael VIII, 600-1; and 
the Turkish horde of the Ghuzz, 604; and 
Timur, 635-36 

Mongus. See Peter Mongus 

Monnier, Ph.: on Chrysoloras, 719 

Monophysitism: origins of, 99; in the fifth 
century, 105; and the Council of Chalcedon, 
105; and the Henoticon, 108; its political 
implications, 115, 196, 208; in Egypt, 122, 
196, 208; and Justin I, 130-31; in Abyssinia, 
131; and Justinian I, 132, 149, 150-51, 153- 
54; and the Nobadae, 141; and the Nika 
Riot, 155, 157; political implications of in 
Syria and Palestine, 196, 208; under Arab 
rule, 217; and Heraclius, 222; final con- 
demnation of in Byzantium, 224-25 

Monotheletism: dispute over orthodoxy of, 
222-23; and “Type of Faith” of Constans 
II, 223-24; condemned by Constantine IV, 
224-26; Vardan favored, 230; literature of, 
231 

Monreale: and Byzantine art, 504 
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Montanists, sect of: and Leo III, 258 

Montelatici, G.: work on Byzantine literature, 
31; on Gregoras, 690 

Montesquieu, Charles de Secondat, Baron de: 
interpretation of Byzantine history, 6, 7-5, 
23 

Montfaucon, Bernard de, French scholar: and 
Greek palaeography, 5 

Montferrat, dynasty of Palaeologi; founded at. 
583 

Moors. See Berbers 

Mopsuestia (Mamistra), in Cilicia, 426 

Morea, Chronicle of, 466-67 

Morea (Peloponnesus): feudal construction 
in, 465; Ottomans in, 631, 640, 647; Despota: 
of, 637, 680, 681. See also Peloponnesus 

Morosini, Thomas, Latin Patriarch of Con- 
stantinople, 463, 541 

Mortreuil, J., French scholar, 41 

Moschopulus, Manuel: work and influence of, 
702 

Moscow: state of, 569; “third Rome,” 5: 
and the appeal of Manuel II, 631. See also 
Russia 

Moses: in Islam, 205 

Moses of Bergamo: in Constantinople, 4-4 

Mosul, on the Tigris: Atabegs of, 418 

Mount Horeb, 217 

Mozarabs, social class in Spain, 216 

Mschatta, frieze of, 127 

Muawiya (Moawiya), Caliph: constructs 
fleet, 212; and Ali, 213; sea and land offen- 
sive under, 214 

Muhammed: career of, 203-5; teaching of. 
205-6; aims and accomplishments, 206--: 
in Dante, 207; immediate successors of, 211: 
supposed correspondence with Heraclius. 
211 

Muhammed I, Ottoman Sultan: and Manuel 
IT, 639-40 

Muhammed II the Conqueror: mosque of, 1%: 
and the remains of Enrico Dandolo, 51«: 
and Demetrius Palaeologus, 589; character 
and ambitions, 645-46; siege and capture ct 
Constantinople by, 645-53; portraits of, 62". 
use of artillery by, 650; takes up residence 
in the palace of Blachernae, 653 

Muller, J., Austrian scholar, 677 

Mundium, 565, 569 

Muntaner, Catalan chronicler, 605, 689 

Murad I, Ottoman Sultan: Balkan conques:: 
of, 624 

Murad II: and John VIII, 640 
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Muralt, E., Swiss scholar in Russia: Byzantine 
chronology, 42 

Mutasim, Caliph: campaign in Asia Minor, 
276 

Muzalon, George: regent of John IV, 536 

Myriocephalon, battle of, 428-29 


N AISSUS (Nish), 44, 58, 443 

Naples: captured by Belisarius, 136; Constans 
II in, 221; Duchy of, 280, 327, 436; Univer- 
sity of, 527; and Charles of Anjou, 590, 
604; Serbian and Bulgarian envoys in, 595; 
Angevin archive in, 597; under Alfonso V, 
643; John V in, 671 

Napoleon I: on Byzantium, 6-7 

Narses, Byzantine general: conquers Totila, 
137; and the Lombard invasion, 172 

Nasiri-Khusrau, Persian traveller: in Jerusa- 
lem, 312-13 

Naupactus, 559 

Navarrese: in the Catalan expedition, 604, 
608 

Nazareth: churches at, 127; recovered by 
John Tzimisces, 310 

Nea, church: construction of, 372-73 

Nea Moni, in Chios, 372 

Nectarius, Patriarch of Constantinople, 81, 95 

Nedjd, province of Arabia, 200 

Nemanjas, dynasty: founders of the Serbian 
monarchy, 443, 609 

Néos ‘EAAnvopyypwv, 41 
Nestorianism, Nestorians: centers and opposi- 

tion to, 99, 108; and Justinian, 149-50, 154; 
and the Fifth Ecumenical Council, 153; in 
Persia, 165, 196; in Ceylon, 165 

Nestor Iskinder, 649 

Nestorius, Antiochene presbyter: heresy of, 
98-99, 108 

New Church (Nea), 372-73 

Nicaea, Empire of: and the Latin Empire, 
50-59, 516-17, 536-38; and the Lascarids, 
468-69; and the national cause, 507, 511; 
and the Sultanate of Iconium, 508, 514-15, 
530-31; and the battle of Hadrianople, 510- 
11; and the city of Nicaea, 512-13; and the 
Despotat of Epirus, 518-22, 523; and John 
II Asen, 525-26; and the Mongols, 530-31; 
under John Vatatzes, 531-32; under The- 
odore II and Michael VIII, 534-38; relations 
with the papacy, 542-45; historian of, 553; 
letters in, 562-63 

Nicaea, in Bithynia: First Council of, 55-56; 
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Seljuq Sultanate of, 385, 394, 402; and the 
First Crusade, 408; history of, 512~13; Coun- 
cil of 1234 in, 543; cultural center, 548-49; 
captured the Ottomans, 604, 608 

Nicaea, Patriarchate of: religious leadership, 
522, 541, 542, 545-46 

Nika Riot, 135, 154-57 

Nicephorus, Patriarch of Constantinople, his- 
torian and theologian: and the decree of the 
Council of 815, 251; opposition to, 283; and 
Leo V, 284, 285; work of, 292, 293 

Nicephorus, Patriarch of Jerusalem, 312 

Nicephorus I, Emperor: origin and succession 
to throne, 235, 271; and Charlemagne, 268; 
and Krum, 271, 281; uprising of the Slavs 
of the Peloponnesus under, 278; activity of 
the Arabs under, 278; religious policy of, 
283; and the allelengyon, 348 

Nicephorus I] Phocas, Emperor: succession to 
throne, 302; Italian campaigns of, 306, 326; 
recovers Crete, 308; Syrian campaigns of, 
308-9, 391; and Sviatoslav, 308; western 
policy of, 308-9; and Otto J, 308, 327-28; 
struggle with Bulgaria, 319; ecclesiastical 
policy of, 334-37; and the papacy, 336; and 
Athonian monasticism, 336-37; social legis- 
lation of, 347, 567; historian of, 364; “cru- 
sades” of, 403; mentioned, 313, 471, 481 

Nicephorus III Botaniates: succession to throne, 
353; mentioned, 357, 384, 489 

Nicephorus Callistus, writer: on John Chrys- 
ostom, 118 

Nicholaites, 333, 334 

Nicholas I, Pope: sends Breviarium to Boris, 
102; and the Bulgarian church, 282-83; and 
the Photian case, 290, 330-31 

Nicholas V, Pope, 655 

Nicholas Mysticus, Patriarch of Constanti- 
nople: and Photius, 297; relations with the 
Emir of Crete, 297, 306; and Simeon, 317; 
and the Tome of Union, 334; and Leo VI, 
333-34; and the papacy, 334; his corre- 
spondence, 364 

Nicholas of Otranto, Abbot of Casole, 541 

Nicomedia, in Bithynia: Edict of, 51, 52; and 
Diocletian, 58, 62; Goths in, 84; mint at, 
114; captured by the Ottomans, 609 

Nicopolis, battle of, 630-31, 632 

Nikon, Patriarch, 342 

Nikov, P.: on Kalojan, 511 

Nile River: under Justinian, 141 

Nineveh, battle of, 197 

Niphon: preacher of Bogomile doctrine, 473 
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Nish (Naissus), 44, 58, 443 

Nisibis: Nestorian school in, 99; and the Per- 
sian war under Justin II, 170 

Nobadae (Nubians), 141, 165 

Nogai, Kipchak general: and Michael VIII, 
601 

Nomisma (hypergyrus or solidus): under 
Alexius, 480 

Nomocanon, 470 

Nonnosus, mission of, 182 

Norden, W.: on the papacy, Henry VI, and 
Constantinople, 449; on Henry VI, 450; 
interpretation of the Fourth Crusade, 458; 
on the policy of the Comneni toward the 
papacy, 476; quoted, 658 

Normans: in southern Italy, 329; papacy, Con- 
stantinople, and conquest of Byzantine 
Italy, 330, 351, 354, 359-61; relations under 
Alexius I, 380-81; and Venice, 380, 422, 
422-24; Sicily, 381, 399; Duchy of Apulia, 
381, 413; Bohemond’s plans for in the East, 
409-10; Sicily and southern Italy united 
under Roger II, 414-15; relations under 
John II and Manuel I, 415, 417-18, 422-25; 
and Henry VI, 435-36, 448; activity of Wil- 
liam II, 436-38, 440-41 

Notaras, Lucas, 647 

Notitia dignitatum, 63 

Nougaret, P. J. B.: interpretation of Byzantine 
history, 12 

Novels (Novellae leges): issuance of, 145; a 
historical source, 154, 157-58, 159 

Novgorod: Byzantine frescoes at, 504 

Nubia: Nubian inscription in Cosmas Indico- 
pleustes, 165 

Nur-ad-Din Mahmud, ruler of Syria: sacks 
Edessa, 418; and the Third Crusade, 44-45 

Nurnberg, treaty of, 446 

Nymphaeum, Council of, 543 

Nymphaeum, Treaty of, 537, 548 


C)esniva. Archbishopric of, 496, 560 

Octateuch, Constantinopolitan Code of the, 
490 

Odovacar: deposes Romulus Augustulus, 107; 
Zeno and Theodoric, 107 

Oeconomos, L., 27 

Oleg, Russian prince: problem of his expedi- 
tion, 320, 320n, 321-22 

Olga (Elga), Russian Grand Princess: in Con- 
stantinople, 322 

Olympic games: last celebration of, 83 
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Oman, C. W., 28 

Omar, Caliph: conquests of Byzantine terr+ 
tory under, 211; mosque of in Jerusalem, 
233, 409 

Omar, Emir of Melitene: campaign in Asia 
Minor, 277 

Omar, Mosque of, 409 

Omurtag, Bulgarian Tsar: relations with Con- 
stantinople, 275, 282 

Onogurs, 219 

Opstkion, theme: Slavs in, 218, 228, 250 

Origen, 54 

Orkhan, Sultan, 608, 622 

Orosius, historian, 66 

Orvieto, Bishop of, in Nicaea, 544 

Osman (Othman), Sultan: founded Ottoman 
dynasty, 604; advance in Asia Minor under. 


Ostrogorsky, G.: eminence as historian, >*: 
on Heraclius, 194; on the Rural Code, 255 

Ostrogoths (Ostgoths): east of the Dniester, 
84; and the Huns, 86; in Pannonia, 107: raid 
the Balkans, 107; foundation of the Ostro 
gothic state in Italy, 107; under Anastasius, 
111; and Justinian, 133, 136-37; relations 
with Vandals and Franks, 135-36; and the 
campaign of Belisarius and Narses, 1 36-37: 
in Noricum, 138; plea for help to Chosroes 
Nushirvan, 139 

Othman, Caliph, 211 

Othman. See Osman 

Othon de la Roche, Duke of Athens and 
Thebes, 464, 506 

Otto I, Emperor: relations with Constanu- 
nople, 308, 327-28, 336; mentioned, 520 

Otto II, Emperor: married to Theophano, 31:: 
defeated by the Arabs, 312 

Otto III, Emperor: and Byzantium, 32S-29 

Ottomans: influence of Byzantine institutions, 
569; role in the civil strife of the fourteenth 
century, 585, 589; and John V, 587, 625: 
origins and rise of, 603-4; and the Catalan 
expedition, 604-5, 606, 608; advance in Asia 
Minor under the Andronicoi, 608-9, 621: 
and Stephen Dushan, 620, 621; John Cants- 
cuzene and their establishment in Europe, 
622-24; Serbia, Bulgaria, and the, 624; ad- 
vance under Bayazid, 629-30; and the cru- 
sade of Sigismund, 630-31; and the expedi. 
tion of Marshal Boucicaut, 631-32; their ad- 
vance retarded by Timur, 634-36; under 
Muhammed I, 639-40; besiege Constann- 
nople in 1422, 639-40; situation under John 
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VIII, 641-64; capture of Thessalonica by, 
641; and the crusade of Vladislav, 643; 
siege and capture of Constantinople in 
1453, 645-56; western reaction to conquest, 
655-56; and the Orthodox Church, 675-76 

Otto of Brunswick, 450-51, 452, 455 

Otto of Freising, 424 

Ovid: in Byzantium, 559, 701 


|) historian: on the Ar- 
senites, 661; on the Genoese, 685; work of, 
689 

Paganism: and Christian culture, 43; in the 
fourth century, 47; and the Edict of Milan, 
52; and Constantius, 67; and Julian the 
Apostate, 69, 71-78; under Julian's succes- 
sors, 78; and Theodosius the Great, 80, 82- 
83; and Justinian, 149-50, 154; and image 
worship, 254-55, 257 

Palacologi: renaissance of arts and _ letters 
under, 562, 563, 582, 687, 709-11; renais- 
sance of patriotism under, 563, 582; origins 
of, 583; relations with the papacy under, 
657-59, 670-72, 672-75; religious strife 
under, 659-70; political and social condi- 
tions under, 676-87; finances under, 679- 
80; army and fleet under, 680-81; provincial 
administration under, 681; social conditions 
under, 681; large landownership under, 681- 
82; internal strife under, 682-84; and com- 
merce, 684-86; coinage reforms, 686; special 
historian of, 692 

Palaeologi of Montferrat, 583 

Palamas, Gregorius, Archbishop of Thessa- 
lonica: and the Hesychast movement, 667, 
688; and Barlaam, 669; cause and career of, 
669, 670; work of, 697-98 

Palamites, 669 

Palermo (Panormos): Arab base, 279; Roger 
crowned at, 414; silk industry in, 421; By- 
zantine art in, 504; Frederick Hohenstaufen 
at, 527 

Palestine: importance of to the Empire, 115; 
cultural centers in, 117; and the plague of 
542, 162; Persians in, 195; recovered by 
Heraclius, 198; religious dissatisfaction in, 
208-9; Arab policy in, 216; and the Sixth 
Ecumenical Council, 225; under Fatimids, 
292-93, 392; “Frankish protectorate” under 
Charlemagne, 391-92; “Byzantine protec- 
torate” in, 391-92; Christianity under the 
Arab rule, 391; under the Seljuqs, 394; and 
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the First Crusade, 404; in the treaty be- 
tween Andronicus I and Saladin, 437; under 
Saladin and the Ayyoubids, 445, 453; and 
the Third Crusade, 445-47; Muhammedan 
control reasserted, 615-16 

Palladius of Helenopolis, historian of Egyp- 
tian monasticism, 121 

Palmyra, city and state, 201 

Pamphylia: Mardaites in, 215 

Pancenko, B. A., 244-45 

Pandects (Pandectae). See Digest 

Pannonia: Ostrogoths in, 107; Avars and 
Lombards in, 172 

Panselinos, Manuel, painter, 711 

Pantocrator, church and monastery of, in Con- 
stantinople: foundation of, 472, 504; hos- 
pital in, 472; burial place of Byzantine em- 
perors, 504 

Papacy: rank of Bishop of Rome in relation 
to the Patriarch of Constantinople, 81, 106, 
149, 173-74, 331; and Chrysostom, 96; and 
the Council of Ephesus, 105; and the Heno- 
ticon, 108, 115; and Acacius, 108-9; and 
Justin I, 130-31; and Justinian, 149, 152; 
Phocas and Maurice, 173-74; and the Lom- 
bardic menace, 173; the Ecthesis and Hera- 
clius, 222-24; the Typus and Constans II, 
223; and the Sixth Ecumenical Council, 
224-25; relations under Justinian II, 225-26; 
under Vardan and Anastasius, 230; icono- 
clasm and, 255, 258, 259, 270, 288, 290; and 
the coronation of Charlemagne, 266-67, 290; 
the issue of the Bulgarian church, 282-83, 
290, 331; the Photian schism, and relations 
under Basil I, 290, 330-32; and the Nor- 
mans, 339; and the patriarchate of Nicholas 
Mysticus, 334; relations under Nicephorus 
Phocas, 336; the breach of 1054, 337-39; 
crusades and aims, 395-97; and Bohemond’s 
Balkan expedition, 410; and Manuel I, 423, 
425; and Andronicus I, 436; and the Second 
Bulgarian Kingdom, 444; and Henry VI, 
448-49; relations with Constantinople under 
Innocent III, 450-51; and the Fourth Cru- 
sade, 450-51, 453, 454, 455-56, 467; relations 
under the Comneni, 475-77; and Frederick 
II, 527-30; relations with the Empire of 
Nicaea, 528, 530, 531-32, 542-43; and the 
Mongols, 531-32; and the Latin church of 
Constantinople, 540; and the Greek clergy 
in the Latin Empire, 540-41, 542; and Man- 
fred, 591, 657; and Manuel II, 631, 633; and 
Charles of Anjou, 657, 659; relations under 


834 

Papacy (continued) 
Michael VIII, 657-59; and John V, 670-71; 
at Avignon, 671; relations under John VIII, 
672-74; under Constantine XI, 675 

Papamichael, G.: on the Hesychast movement, 
666, 667 

Paparrigopoulo, K.: work on and interpreta- 
tion of Byzantine history, 16-18; on icono- 
clasm, 17, 252; on the Ecloga, 243 

Parenzo, in Istria, 189 

Parsism (Zoroastrianism), 205 

Parthenon: Church of the Virgin Mary in, 
464, 492, 607; mosque, 654 

Partitio Romanie, 462-65 

Patarins, Paulician-Bogomile sect in Italy, 383 

Patrae (Patras): siege of by the Slavs, 278; 
silk industry in, 487 

Patzes, Byzantine jurisconsult, 343 

Patzinaks (Pechenegs): against Constantine 
Monomachus, 315; allies of Simeon, 316; in- 
cursions under the Macedonians, 319; origins 
of, 324; role of, 324-25; problem of in the 
eleventh centur ys 324-26, 351, 352, 353» 3545 
in Bulgaria, 325; in the army of Romanus 
Diogenes, 356; and Isaac Comnenus, 358; 
under Michael VHI Dukas, 359; and the 
struggle between Nicephorus Botaniates and 
Alexius Comnenus, 359; in On the Admin- 
istration of the Empire, 362; allies of the 
Paulicians, 383; and Alexius, 383-85, 412; 
defeat and obliteration of, 385, 413 

Paulicians: and image worship, 256; and Basil 
I, 303; transported to Thrace, 382; their 
doctrine in Bulgaria, 383; and Alexius I, 
473. See also Bogomiles 

Paul of Samosata: founder of the Paulician 
sect, 383 

Paul the Deacon, 267 

Paul the Silentiary: description of St. Sophia, 
186 

Pausanias, 9! 

Pavia: Chrysaloras in, 718 

Pavlov, A. S., 247 

Pavlov-Silvansky, N., 572 

Pears, E., 651-52 

Pegolotti, Francesco Balducci: 
merchant and writer, 684 

Peiraeus: sacked by Goths, 91 

Pelagius, Cardinal: negotiations with Greek 
clergy, 541 

Pelagonia, battle of, 536 

Peloponnesus (Morea): Goths in, g1; Slavs in, 
117, 178, 212, 240, 278, 465; and the Avaro- 


Florentine 
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Slavic incursions of the sixth century, 171; 
Mardaites in, 215; Venetians in, 463, 464, 
644; Frankish rule, 464-67, 506; Assizes af 
Jerusalem introduced in, 578-79; invaded 
by Charles of Anjou, 594; Catalans in pop- 
lar tradition, 607; under Michael VIII, 60g: 
Albanians in, 614-15; role and importance 
under the Palaeologi, 636-39; Ottomans in, 
637, 644, 654; conditions under the Palaco- 
logi, 682. See also Morea 

Pempton, gate in Constantinople, 652 

Pera, across the Golden Horn, 678, 684. See 
Galata 

Pergamon: Attalids, 61; taken by the Arabs, 
236; and Theodore II, 554 

Persarmenia, 31, 171 

Persia: and Roman institutions, 61; wars under 
the sons of Constantine I, 67, 71; wars under 
Julian and Jovian, 76, 78; Hellenism in, 8°; 
war under Anastasius, 90, 109; Christianity 
in, 96-97; relations under Yezdegerd I, 96; 
Nestorianism in, 99; “endless” peace and 
war with Persia under Justinian, 133, 135, 
138-39; plague of 542, 162; and Justunian’s 
commercial policy, 163, 167-68; relations 
under Justin II, 170; under Tiberius and 
Maurice and Phocas, 171; attacks of and 
the theme system, 176, 227; in Simocatta, 
182; relations under Heraclius, 194-99; Arab 
conquest of, 211; militarization of, 228; and 
the Seljuqs, 355; Mongol dynasty, 600; 
Timur in, 635 

Pescennius Niger, 58 

Peter, Tsar of Bulgaria: relations with Con- 
stantinople, 318 

Peter Delyan, Bulgarian leader: rebellion of, 
320 

Peter (Kalopeter) Asen: and the establish- 
ment of the Second Bulgarian Kingdom. 
441-42, 443, 444 

Peter Mongus, Patriarch of Alexandria: reli- 
gious policy of, 108 

Peter of Aragon: King of Sicily, 598; and the 
Catalan companies, 604 

Peter of Courtenay, Latin Emperor, 519-20 

Peter of Russia, 65 

Peter the Hermit (Peter of Amiens): crusade 
of, 404-5 

Peter the Patrician, historian: work of, 181 

Petra, city, 200-1 

Petrarca: on Sicilian vespers, 598; on Greek 
schism, 670-71; on Barlaam, 714; on Leon- 
tius Pilatus, 716; on Calabria, 718 
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Pétridés, S., 560 
Petronas, Byzantine general: battle of Poson, 


277 
Petrovsky, N.: on Fallmerayer, 179 
Phidias, sculptor: statue of Zeus by, 83 
Philadelphia: famous for shoemaking, 549; 
freed from siege by Roger de Flor, 606 
Philes, Manuel, poet, 706 
Philip I of France: and the First Crusade, 


405 

Philip II Augustus: and the crusading move- 
ment, 445, 447, 452 

Philip of Macedon, 58 

Philip of Swabia, Emperor: role in the Fourth 
Crusade, 440, 450-51, 452, 455, 457 

Philippicus (Vardan), Emperor: succession to 
throne, 194, 229; and Monothelitism, 230 

Philippopolis, in Thrace: center of Paulicians, 
383, 473; captured by Frederick Barbarossa, 
446; commercial center, 487; captured by 
Murad I, 624 

Philocales family, in Asia Minor, 348, 377 

Philopatris, pseudo-Lucianic dialogue, 366 

Philopoemen, 176 

Philostorgius, Arian historian, 78, 120 

Philotheus, author of the Kletorologium, 350 

Philotheus, Patriarch of Constantinople: and 
the conversion of John V, 671 

Philotheus, Russian monk and scholar: on 
Moscow as the “third Rome,” 590 

Phocaea (Fogia, Foglia): and the Zaccaria, 
593 

Phocas, Emperor: succession to throne, 130, 
169; Persian war, 171; Gregory the Great 
and, 173-74; his failures and dethronement, 
176; and letters, 187; situation at the end 
of his reign, 194, 195 

Phocas, family of the: in Asia Minor, 577 

Phorcias, in Faust, 466 

Photians (Photinians), 333, 661 

Photius, Patriarch of Constantinople: frag- 
ments of Nonnosus and Hesychius of Mile- 
tus in, 182-83; on Russians, 278; schism of, 
290, 332; and letters, 296-97; relations with 
the Emir of Crete, 297; deposition of, 330- 
31; reinstatement of, 331; and Leo VI, 332; 
and the Epanagoge, 341; influence of, 361- 
62; mentioned, 368, 487, 701 

Phrantzes, George, diplomat and _ historian: 
on Michael VIII, 599; on the siege and cap- 
ture of Constantinople, 648, 652; quotes 
speech of Constantine XI, 651; career and 
work, 691-92; mentioned, 589 
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Phrygia, Goths in, 95; and iconoclasm, 256 

Piacenza, Council of, 401-2 

Piccolomini, Enea Silvio, Pope Pius II: on 
fall of Constantinople and European dis- 
unity, 655-56 

Pierce, H., 42 

Piganiol, A.: on Constantine I, 44n, 48 

Pilatus, Leontius: role of in the Renaissance, 
716-17 

Pilgrimages, 397-98 

Pillars of Hercules, 136, 138, 216 

Pindar: in Byzantium, 75, 496, 705 

Pippin the Brief, 350 

Pirenne, H.: thesis of, 390 

Pisa: and the western Arabs, 399; and John 
II, 412; and Manuel I, 425; Venice and 
Pisan privileges in Byzantium, 453; privi- 
leges in Byzantium, 486-87; in the Black 
Sea, 537; quarters in Constantinople, 616; 
Council of, 672 

Pius II, Pope, 655, 656 

Planudes, Maximus: work and influence, 701- 
2 

Plato and Platonism: in Byzantium, 75, 77, 
185, 364, 473, 488, 489, 639, 653, 666, 699, 
700, 702, 721 

Platonic Academy at Florence, 699, 721 

Plethon, Gemistus: and Peloponnesian affairs, 
637, 638-39; and Gennadius Scholarius, 697; 
career, culture and influence, 699-700; at 
the Council of Ferrarra-Florence, 699; men- 
tioned, 645, 687, 703, 712, 719, 721 

Pliska (Pliskova), 220 

Plutarch: in Byzantium, 91, 498, 702 

Poblicans. See Paulicians 

Poggio, Italian humanist, 720, 721, 722 

Poitiers, battle of, 237, 390 

Pokrovsky, I. A., 147 

Poland: and the crusade of Sigismund of Hun- 
gary, 630 

“Politicians,” party of the: ideology of, 659-60 

Polovtzi. See Cumans 

Polybius, Greek historian: on economic posi- 
tion of Byzantium, 58; in Byzantium, 488, 
489 

Polycleitus, 551 

Pomestye: compared with pronotia, 569 

Pontifex maximus, 49, 68 

Pontus: products of, 58, province of, 106 

Portugal: trade with Thessalonica, 487; nego- 
tiations with, 589 

Poson, in Asia Minor, battle of, 277 

Praetor, under Justinian, 160 
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Pragmatic Sanction, 137 

Precarium, 564 

Prefectures, 64 

Prester John: legendary letter of, addressed to 
Manuel I, 432 

Princes Islands, 588 

Priscus, historian: embassy to Attila, 98, 125 

Prochiron, 340, 705 

Procida (Prochida, Prochyta), Giovanni: and 
the Sicilian Vespers, 598 

Proclus of Constantinople: in Athens, 125 

Procopia, wife of Michael I, 271 

Procopius of Caesarea: on the finances of 
Anastasius I, 114, 141; Theodora in, 132; 
Bulgaro-Slavic incursions in, 140; reflects 
the nobility, 157-58, 573; the plague of 542 
in, 162; fortifications under Justinian, 168- 


69; accompanies Belisarius, 180; work of, © 


180-81; imitated, 481; mentioned, 154 

Prodromus (Ptochoprodromus), Theodore: 
on Manuel I, 370; life and work, 500-2; 
mentioned, 491, 556, 706 

Pronoia, institution of, 546, 567-69, 577 

Prostasta: compared to the patrocinium, 570, 
572 

Protaton, council of the igumens of Mount 
Athos, 471 

Provencal poetry: and the Byzantine romance, 
556, 558 

Psellus, Michael (Constantine): and Isaac 
Comnenus, 352; on the army, 352; career, 
work, and culture, 366-68; in the Timarion, 
497; student of Plato, 699; mentioned, 231, 
353, 371, 487, 496 

Pseudo-Lucian, 366 

Pseudo-Symeon Magister, chronicler, 365 

Prolemais, in North Africa, 92 

Ptolemies of Egypt, 61 

Ptolemy, astronomer: codex of, in Sicily, 491; 
mention of Albanians in, 613; study of, 706 

Pulcheria, sister of Theodosius II: married 
Marcian, 66; role of, 87, 104, 235 

Pusculus, Italian writer, 649 


CD acer See Chora 

Qala‘un, Mamluk, Sultan of Egypt: and Mi- 
chael VIII, 597, 601-2 

Qilij Arslan, Sultan of Iconium: made Nicaea 
his seat, 402; and Frederick Barbarossa, 425; 
in Constantinople, 427-28; hostilities with 
Manuel I, 428-29 
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Quadrivium: in the Higher School of Con- 
- stantinople, 296 
Quinisext, Council, 225 


genre Sauma, monk, Mongol envoy: 
in Constantinople, 678 

Ragusa: trade with Constantinople, 616, 685; 
chronicles of, and Dushan, 621 

Ramadan: in Islam, 205 

Rambaud, A.: on Nika Riot, 156, 307-8; men- 
tioned, 29, 577; quoted, 307-8 

Ramsay, W., 394 

Ravenna: capital of the Ostrogothic Kingdom 
and of Byzantine Italy, 107, 190; Orthodox 
Bapustry at, 128; captured by Belisarius, 13%: 
exarchate of, 174-75, 221, 227, 350, 575-7: 
monuments of Byzantine art, 189, 190-91; 
lost to the Lombards, 270 

Raymond, Count of Toulouse: and the First 
Crusade, 405; Alexius I and Bohemond, 409 

Red Sea: and Hellenism, 88; and Cosmas Indi- 
copleustes, 165; and Justinian’s commercial 
policy, 167 

Regel, V. E., 40, 677 

Reginald of Chatillon, Prince of Antioch: and 
Manuel I, 426, 427 

Renaissance. See Italian Renaissance 

Renaissance in Byzantium, 712-13, 713n 

Revue de l’'Orient Chrétien, 41 

Rhegium (Reggio): captured by the Arabs, 
305; seized by Guiscard, 360 

Rhodes, island: raided by Goths, 85; seized 
by Arabs, 212; seized by Seljugs, 394; under 
John Vatatzes, 548; and the Hospitalers, 622. 
637; Knights of in league with Manuel I], 
630 

Rhodian Sea Law (Maritime Law), 244, 247- 
48 

Riant, P. E., Count de: on the message of 
Alexius I to Robert of Flanders, 387; on the 
role of Philip of Swabia in the Fourth Cru- 
sade, 457 

Riccardi, Palazzo: frescoes of Gozzoli in, 674 

Richard I the Lion-Hearted: in the Third Cru- 
sade, 445; seizes Cyprus, 447 

Richelieu, Cardinal, 4 

“Robber” Council, 99, 105 

Robert, Count of Flanders: and the problem 
of the message of Alexius I to, 386-88 

Robert II, Count of Flanders: and the First 
Crusade, 405 
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Robert, Duke of Normandy: and the First 
Crusade, 405 

Robert de Courtenay, Latin Emperor, 524 

Robert the Devil, Duke of Normandy: pil- 
grimage to Jerusalem, 392 

Roger, son of Robert of Guiscard, 380 

Roger II, King of Sicily: coronation of, 414- 
15; and Manuel I, 418, 422-23; and Conrad 
III], 418, 421, 423, 424; and Louis VII, 420, 
421; opens hostilities against Manuel, 421; 
diplomatic game of, 422-23; death of, 424 

Roger de Flor: and the Catalan expedition, 
604-6 

Romance literature in Byzantium, 556-59 

Romania, empire: founded, 15; in epic of 
Digenes Akrites, 369; Venice dominant in, 
463. See also Partitto Romanie 

Romanus I Lecapenus, Emperor: coruler of 
Constantine Porphyrogenitus, 302; forced 
to retire, 302, 307; Arab struggle under, 
306-7; became emperor, 317; and Simeon, 
318; Magyars, Patzinaks, and, 319; ecclesi- 
astical policy of, 334; and monasterial estates, 
335; social legislation of, 346-47; and the 
military holding, 567; and prostasta, 570; 
and Athonian immunities, 571; mentioned, 
350 

Romanus II, Emperor: succession to throne, 
302; operations against the Arabs under, 
308; and the military holding, 567 

Romanus III Argyrus, Emperor: succession to 
throne, 302; relations with the Muslims, 312- 
13; legendary pilgrimage to Jerusalem and 
the Caliph Hakim, 312-13; and the alle- 
lengyon, 349 

Romanus IV Diogenes, Emperor: succession 
to throne, 352-53; defeated by Alp Arslan, 
355-56; in the Timarion, 497 

Romanus the Melode, Byzantine poet, 122-23, 
186 

Rome: Gibbon in, 8, 9; Christian center, 54; 
deserted by emperors, 58; sacked by Alaric, 
103; Byzantine monuments in, 128; and the 
Ostrogothic wars, 136, 137; law school in, 
147; Greens and Blues in, 156; Lombard 
siege of, 172; column dedicated to Phocas, 
174; Constans II in, 221; threatened by the 
Arabs, 280; and Cola di Rienzo, 585. See 
also Papacy 

Romein, Jan, 25 

Romulus Augustulus, 267 

“Ros,” Russians, 278 - 

Rosen, V., 392 
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Rostislav, Russian prince: mediates between 
Theodore II and Michael Asen, 535 

Roth, K., 29 

Rotrud (Eruthro), Charlemagne’s daughter: 
projected marriage with Constantine VI, 
267 

Roumanian-Wallachian element: in the foun- 
dation of the Second Bulgarian Kingdom, 
441-42 

Rousseau, Jean Jacques, 639 

Royou, J. C., 12-13 

Rubié y Lluch, Spanish scholar: on Catalan 
expedition, 608 

Rufinus, Flavius: favorite of Arcadius, 90; 
and Alaric, 91 

Rufinus, Tyrannius: translation of Eusebius 
of Caesarea, 120 

Rum, Sultanate of, (Sultanate of Iconium): 
foundation of, 357-78, 394; and Manuel I, 
417; Saladin, Frederick Barbarossa, and 
Isaac II, 445, 446; and the Empire of Nicaea, 
509, 514-15, 530-31, 535; and the Mongols, 
530-31, 535, 599-600, 602; famine in, 546; 
commercial role of, 547; break up of, 604; 
mentioned, 376, 437, 468, 506 

Runciman, Steven: work as historian, 25-26; 
on Romanus Lecapenus, 334 

Rupen (Ruben), Armenian family, 415 

Rural Code, 244-47, 705 

Russia: Byzantine studies in, 32-39; Goths in, 
84; and the Justinian code, 147; Slavophile 
movement and Fallmerayer theory, 179; in- 
fluence of the Ecloga in,.243; Rural Code 
in, 247; first Russian attack on Constanti- 
nople, 277-78; influence of Hamartolus in, 
292; relations with Constantinople under 
Basil 1, 303, 332; under Leo VI, 304, 305, 
320-22; in the Byzantine armies, 305, 307, 
321, 329; under Nicephorus Phocas and 
Tzimisces, 319, 321; trade with Constanti- 
nople, 320-21, 323-24; under Romanus Le- 
capenus and Constantine Porphyrogenitus, 
322; under Basil II, 323; under Constantine 
Monomachus, 323; Christianity in, 323, 332; 
struggle with the Polovtzi, 323-24; and 
breach of 1054 between Rome and Con- 
stantinople, 339; in On the Administration 
of the Empire, 362; on Mount Athos, 471; 
Mongols in, 530, 600; feudalism in, 564, 
569, 576; Timur in, 635; and the fall of 
Constantinople, 649; reaction to the Union 
of Florence, 674; art of the Palaeologian pe- 
riod in, 712. See also Moscow 
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Russian Archaeological Institute: excavations, 
220, 318 


3 ee (Homerites), 
rulers of Yemen, 201 

Sabas, Saint: life of, 185 

Sacrum palatium: applied to the palace of the 
Exarch, 175 

Saewulf, Anglo-Saxon pilgrim, 393 

Saidak, Jan, 31 

Saif-ad-Daulah, Hamdanid Emir of Aleppo: 
operations against Byzantium, 306, 307, 308 

St. Catherine of Mount Sinai, monastery, 19! 

St. Denis, abbey, 635 

St. Front at Perigueux: modeled on the Church 
of the Holy Apostles, 189, 504, 555 

St. Jean d’Acre, in Syria, 685 

St. John at Ephesus, church: based on the 
Church of the Holy Apostles, 189, 504, 555 

St. John of Studion, Basilica, 128 

St. Mark’s, Church of, in Venice: and the 
Church of the Holy Apostles, 189, 504, 555; 
the four bronze horses of the Hippodrome 
at, 462; mosaics of, 710; Library of and Bes- 
sarion, 720 

Saint-Martin M. de, French orientalist, 11 

St. Panteleimon, Russian convent on Mount 
Athos: 471, plundered by the Catalans, 607 

St. Paul, Basilica of, 280 

St. Peter, Basilica of: erection of, 53; damaged 
by the Arabs, 280; western emperors crowned 
at, 519-20 

St. Romanus, gate of, (Pempton), 652 

St. Sabas, Laura, in Palestine, 185, 294 

St. Simeon Stylites (Kalat Seman), monastery, 
127 

Saint-Simon, Claude de Rouvroy, Comte de, 
639 

St. Sophia, church in Nicaea, 513 

St. Sophia, Church of, in Constantinople: 
fourth century structure, 53, 55, 128, 187; 
compared to the Church of the Holy 
Apostles, 55; in Paul the Silentiary, 186; 
construction under Justinian, 187-88; leg- 
ends, 189; in Stephen of Novgorod, 189; 
restoration of, 372-73; delivered to Vene- 
tian clergy, 460, 463; plundered by the cru- 
saders, 461; Enrico Dandolo buried in, 510; 
Michael Palaeologus crowned in, 538; con- 
dition of after Latin occupancy, 539; negoti- 
ation of 1206 with papal legate held in, 541; 
condition of in the fourteenth century, 622; 
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celebration of union service in, 647; celebra- 
tion of the last Christian service in, 651-52, 
653; plundered by the Ottomans, 653; Coun- 
cil convoked over Hesychast controversy in, 
669; promulgation of the union read in, 675; 
council in 1450 held in, 675 

St. Sophia, Church of, in Kiev, 373 

Saiyid Battal Ghazi, half-legendary champion 
of Islam, 238, 370 

Saladin, Sultan of Egypt: and Andronicus I, 
436; conquests of and the Third Crusade, 
445, 446; and Isaac II, 446 

Salerno, medical school of, 424 

Salutati, Coluccio: and Cydones, 696 

Samaritans of Palestine: and Justinian, 
150 

Samos: occupied by the Seljuqs, 394; in the 
Partitio Romanie, 463; recovered by John 
Vatatzes, 523 

Samosata: tomb of Digenes in, 370 

Samuel, Tsar of Bulgaria: struggle with Basil 
II, 319-20 

San Lorenzo Fuori le Mura: Peter de Cour- 
tenay crowned at, 519 

Santa Maria Antiqua, in Rome: Byzanune 
frescoes in, 128, 233, 373 

Santa Maria del Fiore, in Florence: union 
promulgated in, 673, 674 

Santa Maria Novella, in Florence: fresco and 
tombs of the Patriarch Joseph, 674 

Sanudo, Marino, chronicler, 597 

Sarai, capital of the Golden Horde, 600 

Sardica (Sofia), 58 

Sardinia: under Justinian, 136, 138; conquered 
by Genoa and Pisa, 399 

Sardis: Arabs in, 236 

Sathas, C., Greek scholar: editor of Greek 
texts, 677; on Gennadius Scholarius, 697; 
on Theodore Metochites, 702 

Savoy, Count of: role in the Peace of Turin, 
628 

Saxa Rubra, battle of, 44 

Scala, R. von, 29 

Scandinavian kingdoms: and the crusading 
movement, 401 

Schechter, S., 321 

Schiltberger, Bavarian soldier: and the cru- 
sade of Sigismund of Hungary, 631 

Schlumberger, G., 24, 650 

Schmidt, Th.: on the setting of Goethe’s Faust, 
466; on the art of the period of the Palae- 
ologi, 709, 710 

Schoenebeck, H. von, 49 
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Schramm, P.: on the coronation of Charles 
the Great, 268 

Schwartz, E., 48 

Schwarzlose, K.: on iconoclasm, 252-53 

Sclerus family: representatives of large land- 
owners, 577 

Scodra (Skadar, Scutari): capital of the first 
kingdom of Serbia, 388 

Scopia, Council of, 619. See also Uskub 

Seriptores Historiae Augustae, 124 

Scylitzes, John, chronicler, 502, 711 

Scythians: raids of, in the fifth century, 109 

Sebastea, clisura of: in Asia Minor, 350 

Sebeos, Armenian historian, 193, 198 

Seeck, Otto, 30, 42, 51 

Ségur, le Comte de, 13 

Seleucia, clisura of: in Asia Minor, 351 

Seleucia, Council of, 97 

Seleucia (Ctesiphon), in Persia: Bishop of, 97 

Seleucids, government of, 61 

Seljuq, Turkish prince, 354 

Seljuqs: 315, their kinship to Cumans, Pat- 
zinaks, and Uzes, 324; and the theme or- 
ganization, 351; origins and conquests in 
the eleventh century, 354-58; and the 
Caliphate of Bagdad, 354-55; and the Fati- 
mids, 355; and Byzantium in the eleventh 
century, 355-58; attitude to Christians, 394—- 
95; threatened Byzantium, 412, and Isaac 
II, 441; in Nicaea, 512; and Theodore I 
Lascaris, 514-15, and the Mongols, 530-31, 
535, 604; in the fourteenth century, 585; 
and the Ottomans, 604, 609, mentioned, 
352, 353, 605 

Senakherim, Byzantine writer, 539 

Senlac, battle of, 484 

Septimius Severus, Emperor, 58, 59 

Septum (Ceuta), fortress: 136; captured by 
Arabs, 216 

Seraglio, Library of, 490 

Serapeum, temple: destroyed, 82 

Serbia (Servia), fortress, 535 

Serbia and Serbs: and Bulgaria, 317, 318, 612; 
Bogomiles in, 383; in the army of Alexius 
I, 388; unification and autonomy, 388, 414, 
443, 609; rapprochement with Hungary, 
414; and the Normans, 423; under Stephen 
Nemanja, 443; and Frederick Barbarossa, 
443; and John Asen, 525; and John Vatatzes, 
532; Byzantine artists in, 562, 568, 569, 581; 
and the civil strife of the fourteenth cen- 
tury, 585, 612-13; and Charles of Anjou, 
595, 597; under Stephen Dushan, 603, 609- 
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13; appearance in the Balkans, 609; Serbian 
Church, 612, 618, 619; reduced by the Otto- 
mans, 624; in Byzantine army, 680; monu- 
ments of Byzantine art in, 700, 711 

Seres: and Stephen Dushan, 617 

Sergius, Patriarch of Constantinople: and 
Monotheletism, 222 

Sergius, Pope: and Justinian II, 225 

Sevastyanov, P.: and the Athonian archives, 
677 

Seven liberal arts: in higher school of Con- 
stantinople, 296 

Severus Alexander, Emperor, 566 

Severus of Antioch: and Monophysitism, 151 

Shahinshah, 314 

Sheba, Queen of, 131 

Shestakov, S. P., 38, 270 

Shkipetars. See Albanians 

Shumla (Shumen), in Bulgaria, 220 

Siciliano, L., 41 

Sicily: under Justinian, 136, 137, 138; menaced 
by Arabs, 212, 221-22; theme of, 228-29, 
350; poll tax in, 250; loss of to the Arabs, 
279-80, 305, 309; Basil II plans to recover, 
312; expedition of George Maniaces, 313, 
329; Norman conquest of, 399; formation 
of the Kingdom of, 412; silk industry in, 
421; under Henry VI, 436; under Frederick 
II, 527; and Manfred, 591; under Charles 
of Anjou, 591-97; Sicilian vespers, 597-98, 
602; under the Aragonese dynasty, 604; 
Hellenization of, 717 

Sidon: law school at, 147; captured by Saladin, 
445 

Sigismund, King of Hungary: crusade of, 
630-31, 632 

Silentiarius, 67, 109 

Silk industry, 168, 421 

Silko, Nubian King, 141 

Simeon, Tsar of Bulgaria: in Constantinople, 
315; Operations against the Empire, 316-18, 
aims of, 532, 618; and the Albanians, 614 

Simeon Metaphrastes, 363 

Simeon the Proud, Great Prince of Moscow, 
622, 626 

Singidunum (Belgrade), 177 

Sirmium, on the Save: headquarters of Gale- 
rius, 63 

Slavs: raids of in the fifth century, 90, 110, 
115; in Priscus, 98; in the army of Vitalian, 
111; raids of under Justinian I, 133, 140, 
171; settlements of in the Balkan peninsula 
under Justinian, 140, 171; in Procopius, 140, 
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Slavs (continued) 
181; activity under Justinian’s successors, 
171-72; problem of, in Greece, 176-79, 218, 
493-94; in Theophylact Simocatta, 182; ac- 
tivity during the Heraclian dynasty, 218; in 
Asia Minor and Syria, 218-19, 228, 274, 383, 
603; and the Bulgars, 220; in Athens, 240; 
occupation of the Balkan peninsula under 
the Isaurians, 240; in Dyrrachium, 240; and 
the Rural Code, 246-47; and Thomas the 
Slavonian, 275; rising of, in the Peloponne- 
sus, 278; on the Taygetus, 332; conversion of 
the Slavs of the Peloponnesus to Christianity, 
332; in the army of Romanus Diogenes, 
356; in the army of Alexius I, 381; trans- 
ported to Asia Minor, 383, 603; on the Elbe 
and the crusading plans of Bernard of Clair- 
veaux, 419; and the Frankish rule in the 
Morea, 465; traders in Thessalonica, 487; in 
the army of Michael VIII, 536; emigrate to 
Italy, 595; in Bithynia, 603 

Smaller Scythia (Dobrudja): Bulgars in, 219 

Smyrna: under Tzachas, 384; Seljuqs in, 394; 
Genoese in, 537; Gulf of, 593 

Socrates of Constantinople, historian, 120, 182 

Sokolov, J., 665, 667 

Solomon, Belisarius’ successor in North Africa, 
136 

Song of Roland, 370 

Sophia, wife of Justin II, 169, 170 

Sophia of Montferrat, wife of John VIII, 588 

Sophia Palaeologina, 590 

Sophronius, Patriarch of Jerusalem: and the 
siege of Jerusalem by the Arabs, 211; and 
Monotheletism, 222; work of, 232 

Soterichus Panteugenus: heresy of, 497 

Sozomen, Christian writer: on Constantine I, 
58; on Julian, 71, mentioned, 120, 182 

Spain: in the tetrarchy settlement, 62; in the 
prefecture of Gaul, 64; Germanic King- 
doms in, 115; under Justinian, 138; lost 
under Heraclius, 196; Arabs in, 216; cru- 
sades against the Moors, 399-400; traders 
from, in Thessalonica, 487; and Manuel II, 
636 

Sparta: sacked by Visigoths, 91; medieval, 465, 
589, 637, 645; captured from the Ottomans, 


Spassky, A.: on Alexandria, 54; on Constan- 
tine I, 57 

Spalato (Split), in Dalmatia: Dhocletian's 
palace at, 128 

Spoleto, Duchy of, 280, 327 
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Stauracius, Emperor, 271, 281 

Stein, E.: his Byzantine history, 30; on Con- 
stantine I, 48; on Ammianus Marcellinus, 
125; on the themes, 228; on Constanune V, 
259, 263 

Stephen, Patriarch of Constantinople: and 
Leo VI, 332 

Stephen, son of Stephen Nemanja, King of 
Serbia, 612 

Stephen V, King of Hungary, 583 

Stephen Dushan (Dusan), Tsar of Serbia: 581; 
aims and policy of, 603, 612-13, 617-21; 
and the Albanians, 614; ecclesiastical policy 
of, 618-19; Venice and the Ottomans, 620- 
21; land reforms in Thessaly, 682; men- 
tioned, 581 

Stephen Nemanja, Great Zupan of Serbia: and 
Peter Asen, 443; and Frederick Barbarossa, 
443, 612; relations with Byzantuum and Bul- 
garia, 609, 612 

Stephen of Novgorod, Russian pilgrim: on St. 
Sophia, 189 

Stephen the Younger, Saint: on origins of Leo 
III, 234; life of, 261; and Constantine V, 263 

Sulbes, Constantine, 502 

Sulicho, Flavius, gt 

Strabo, historian, 58 

Strategus, as title, 229, 250, 350; disappearance 
of title, 485-86, 681 

Strzygowski, J., Austrian scholar: origins of 
Byzantine art, 126; on St. Sophia, 18g; on 
the art under the Macedonians, 372; on the 
art of the period of the Palaeologi, 709 

Studion, monastery, 285 

Studites, 283, 285 

Suetonius, Roman historian, 58, 61 

Suger, Abbot: and the alliance between Con- 
rad II and Manuel, 423 

Suidas, Greek lexicographer, 183, 364 

Suinthila (Swinthila), Visigothic king: con- 
quers Byzantine Spain, 196 

Suleiman-ibn—Qutalmish: founder of the Sul- 
tanate of Rum, 357 

Sunna, 206 

Suvorov, N., 270 

Svein, Danish noble: in Palestine, 401 

Sviatoslav, Russian prince: relations with Con- 
stantinople, 308, 319, 321, 323 

Swift, E. H.: on the Latin occupation of St. 
Sophia, 539 

Sybel, H.: on the message of Alexius I to 
Robert of Flanders, 387; on the crusades, 
397; on Manuel, 420 
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Sylvester II, Pope: and Otto III, 328-29; and 
the Church of Jerusalem, 395 

Symeon Logothete, Byzantine chronicler, 365 

Symmachus, senator and orator, 83 

Syncellus, George, chronicler: worth of, 291 

Synesius of Cyrene, Bishop of Ptolemais: ad- 
dress to Arcadius, 92-93; work and cor- 
respondence of, 120-21, 124; and Hypatia, 
121; and Metochites, 704 

Synodicon, 472-73 

Syracuse: and Constans II, 221, 279; taken by 
the Arabs, 304 

Syria: Seleucids, 61; religious dissatisfaction, 
88, 89, 105-6, 115, 208-9; Hellenization of, 
89; nationalism, 89; Nestorianism, 99; cul- 
tural centers and letters in, 100, 117; 1m- 
portance of, to the Empire, 115; art and 
architecture of, 127, 189, 709; “dead cities” 
of, 127; Persians in, 138, 195; the plague of 
542 in, 162; recovered by Heraclius, 198; 
Arab conquest and policy in, 208-9, 216-17; 
Slavs in, 218; and the Sixth Ecumenical 
Council, 225; and image worship, 255; re- 
covered under Nicephorus Phocas, 308-9, 
310; devastated by Alp Arslan, 355; and the 
First Crusade, 404; conquered by Saladin, 
445; Hulagu in, 600; lost to Christians, 615- 
16; Timur in, 635 

Syriac, 89 

Syrian-Roman Lawbook: significance and for- 
tunes of, 89-90, 241 

Syrian limes, 200 

Syro-Chaldean Christians, 99 


sam Roman historian, 58, 125 

Tafrali, O.: on the zealot movement in Thes- 
salonica, 664, 683, 684, 698 

Tafur, Pero, Spanish traveler: on Tenedos, 
628; on Constantinople, 679 

Tales of the Thousand and One Nights, 370 

Tana: Genoese at, 625, 685; and the Peace of 
Turin, 628 

Tancred, crusader: and the First Crusade, 405- 
6; regent of Antioch, 410; and Alexius I, 
4ll 

Taormina (Tauromenium), in Sicily, 304, 305 

Taprobane. See Ceylon 

Tarasius, Patriarch of Constantinople, 263, 
283, 285 

Tarentum: taken by the Lombards, 280; taken 
by the Arabs, 280; recovered under Basil |, 
304, 326; captured by Guiscard, 360 
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Tarik, Arab general, 216 

Tarsus: recovered under Nicephorus Phocas, 
308 

Tauric Peninsula. See Crimea 

Tchaadayev, P. Y.: on Byzantium, 32 

Tekfour Serai, 103 

Tenedos, island: Genoa and Venice, 627-28 

Tenedos, War of, 627 

Tephrice, Paulician stronghold, 303 

Tertullian, 54 

Tessier, J.: interpretation of the Fourth Cru- 
sade, 457-58 

Tetrarchy, system of, 62-63 

Teucrians (Teucri), 655 

Thabor, Mount of, 217 

Thebes: silk industry in, 168, 421, 487; sacked 
by Roger II, 421; transmitted to Othon de 
la Roche, 464; under the Catalans, 607 

Themes, system of: and the exarchate organi- 
zation, 175-76; origin and development, 
226-29; and the militarization of Persia, 
228; under the Isaurians, 249-51; jn Italy 
under Leo VI, 327; under the Macedonian 
dynasty, 349-51; in the twelfth century, 
485-86; feudal analogies, 576; break up of, 
681 

Themistius of Paphlagonia, 123 

Theocritus, 705 

Theoctistus, counsellor of Theodora, 272-73 

Theodora, Empress, daughter of Constantine 
VIII, 302-3, 351, 352 

Theodora, widow of the King of Jerusalem: 
and Andronicus I, 378 

Theodora, wife of John Tzimisces, 302 

Theodora, wife of Justinian I: in Procopius, 
132, 180; and Monophysitism, 132, 150-51; 
in church tradition, 133; and the Greens, 
155; and the Nika Riot, 157; in the Ravenna 
mosaic, 191; influence, 235 

Theodora, wife of Theophilus: origins of, 
254; regency of, 272; restoration of image 
worship, 272, 287, 295 

Theodore, monk: iconodule martyr, 286 

Theodore, son of Manuel II, Despot of Morea, 
637 

Theodore Angelus, Despot of Epirus: and the 
Empire of Nicaea, 519; captures Peter de 
Courtenay, 519-20; captures Thessalonica, 
520; assumes imperial title, 520-21, 562; and 
John Vatatzes, 522-23; campaigns against 
Latin Empire, 523; and John II Asen, 524- 
25; and Frederick II, 528; and George Bar- 
danes, 561 
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Theodore Daphnopates, historian, 363 

Theodore I Lascaris, Emperor of Nicaea: em- 
peror, 462, 511, 541; and Nicetas Choniates, 
494, 506; origins and career, 507-8; throne 
speech, 513-14; and Henry of Flanders, 514, 
516; and the Seljuqs, 514-15; achievements, 
517; and Venice, 547; and letters, 549; men- 
tioned, 506 

Theodore II Lascaris, Emperor of Nicaea: suc- 
cession to throne, 508; on Nicaea, 513; cul- 
ture of, 534, 550, 551; aims and military re- 
forms of, 534; policy in Asia Minor, 535; 
and the Despot of Epirus, 535; Bulgarian 
campaigns, 535; ecclesiastical policy of, 544; 
and the papacy, 544-45; internal policy, 547; 
student of Blemmydes, 549, 550, 551, 552; 
and Acropolita, 553; and the Patriarch Ar- 
senius, 661 

Theodore Metochites. See Metochites, The- 
odore 

Theodore of Mopsuestia, 152 

Theodore of Studion: and the Patriarch Nice- 
phorus, 283; and iconoclasm, 285, 286, 289, 
293; work of, 295, 659 

Theodoret, Bishop of Cyrus (Cyrrhus), 120, 
152, 182 

Theodoric, King of the Ostrogoths: and Zeno, 
107; and Odovacar, 107; and Anastasius, 
110; proclaimed king, 111; relationship to 
the Empire, 133-34; religious policy of, 134; 
factions in Rome under, 156; artistic monu- 
ments in Ravenna, 190 

Theodosian Code, compilation of, 101-3; and 
the patrocinium, 569-70; and the immuni- 
tas, 571; mentioned, 126, 246 

Theodosiopolis (Erzerum), in Armenia, 313 

Theodosius I, Emperor: declared for Chris- 
tianity, 43; succession to throne and lineage, 
66, 67, 79; religious policy, 79-83; Goths 
and German policy, 79, 87; failures of, 
88 

Theodosius II the Younger, Emperor: succes- 
sion to throne, 66, 96; and Yezdegerd I, 96; 
external struggles under, 97-98; religious 
disputes under, 98-99; organization of the 
higher school of Constantinople under, 100; 
legislation of, 101-3, 143; construction 
under, 103, 643; estimate of, 104; and the 
military holding, 566, 567 

Theodosius III, Emperor, 194, 229 

Theodosius, monk: on the siege and capture 
of Syracuse, 304 

Theodosius of Melitene, chronicler, 365 
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Theodotus, Patriarch of Constantinople: and 
iconoclasm, 284 

Theophanes, monk: iconodule martyr, 286 

Theophanes Continuatus: work and question 
of identity of, 365 

Theophanes of Byzantium, historian, 365 

Theophanes the Confessor, chronicler: Mu- 
hammed jn, 207; on the origins of Leo III, 
234; on the Arab siege of Constantinople in, 
236, 717-18; on iconoclasm, 258, 262; work 
and influence of, 291-92 

Theophano, Byzantine princess, wife of Oro 
II, 310, 328 

Theophano, Empress, wife of Romanus II: 
married Nicephorus Phocas, 302, 335 

Theophilus, Abbot: on the origins of Justun 
and Justinian, 129 

Theophilus, Bishop of Alexandria: and John 
Chrysostom, 95 

Theophilus, Bishop of the Gothic Christians, 
85 

Theophilus, Emperor: origin and succession 
to throne, 254, 272; and the Arabs, 276, 277; 
loss of Tarentum under, 280; and icono- 
clasm, 286; Mamun and Leo the Mathema- 
tician, 298; in the Timarion, 497 

Theophilus, professor of law at Constant- 
nople, 143, 144 

Theophylact, Archbishop of Ochrida, writer: 
on Patzinaks, 325; on the passage of the 
crusaders through Bulgaria, 406; on condi- 
tions in Bulgaria, 412; on the issues sepa- 
rating Constantinople and Rome, 475; and 
tax collectors, 480; career, work, and culture, 
496-97 

Theophylact Simocatta, historian: on Getae 
and Slavs, 110; work of, 181-82 

Thermopylae, 91, 110, 607 

Thessalonica: and Constantine the Great, 58; 
Goths and Theodosius, 82; raided by Goths, 
85; and letters, 117; early Byzantine art in, 
128; menaced by Slavs, 140, 218, 240; sacked 
by Arabs, 305, 316; and Simeon, 317; sacked 
by William II, 437-38; recovered by Isaac 
Angelus, 441; Latin Kingdom of, 463, 506, 
520, 522; commercial concourse and fair of, 
487, 497; and Kalojan, 511; captured by 
Theodore Angelus, 520; Empire of, 522, 525, 
526, 562; taken by John Vatatzes, 532; at- 
tempt of the Ottomans to capture it, 640; 
ceded to Venice, 641; sacked by the Otto 
mans, 641-42; revolt and regime of the 
zealots in, 664, 682, 684; status and admin- 
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istration under the late Palacologi, 679, 681; 
emigration from, 680; golden age of art 
and letters in, 687 

Thessaly: Getae in, 110; Kotrigurs in, 140; in 
the Partitio Romante, 463; weaving in, 549; 
Catalans in, 607; status in the fourteenth 
century, 609, 679; Albanians in, 614; and 
Bayazid, 631; antiunion council in, 659, 663; 
land system under the Palaeologi, 681-82; 
occupied by Stephen Dushan, 682 

Thibault, Count of Champagne: and the 
Fourth Crusade, 452, 453 

Thomas Aquinas: and John Damascene, 294; 
and the Council of Lyons, 658; translator 
of, 695 

Thomas Magister, 705 

Thomas Palaeologus, 589-90 

Thomas the Slavonian: insurrection of, 274- 


Thoros, ruler of Armenia Minor: and Manuel 
I, 426 

Thrace: in the prefecture of the East, 64; 
birthplace of Leo I, 66; Goths in, 85; eccle- 
siastical jurisdiction, 106; Kotrigurs in, 140; 
occupied by Simeon, 318; Magyars and Pat- 
zinaks in, 319; devastated by Uzes and 
Patzinaks, 358-59; Paulicians in, 383; Fred- 
erick Barbarossa in, 447; in the Partitio 
Romanie, 463; and the cause of Kaloyan, 
509; under John Vatatzes, 532; devastated 
by the Catalans, 606; Ottomans in, 609, 622 

Thracesian theme, 250 

Three Chapters controversy, 151-53 

Thucydides: model for Byzantine writers, 180, 
488, 490, 560, 626, 648, 693 

Tiberius II, Emperor: succession to throne, 
169; Persian war, 171; appeals to Franks 
against the Lombards, 172-73 

Tiberius II] (Apsimar), Emperor, 194 

Tillemont, Sebastien le Nain de, French 
scholar, 10 

Timarion, 497 

Timur (Tamerlane): campaign of, 634-36 

Tipucitus (Tipoukeitos), 343 

Titus, Emperor, 54 

Tocco, Latin family in the East, 589 

Toledo: Arab rule in, 393 

Tome of Union, 334 

Tornikios, Leo: insurrection of, 315 

Totila, Ostrogothic king: revanche under, 137 

Tozer, H. F.: editor of Finlay, 14 

Trade routes, 162-63, 167 

Trebizond, city, 370, 721 


843 


Trebizond, Empire of: in Finlay, 15; and the 
Grand Comneni, 377; foundation of, 468; 
and the national cause, 506, 507; and Mon- 
gols, 530-31; under Alexius I Comnenus, 
577; and Crimea, 581; submits to Muham- 
med II, 654; Genoese at, 685 

Tribigild, Gothic chief: revolt of, 95 

Tribonian, legist: and the Nika Riot, 156-57; 
mentioned, 143, 144, 147 

Triklinius, Demetrius, 705 

Tripoli, principality of, 409, 418, 419, 453 

Trivium, 296 

Trnovo, capital of the Second Bulgarian King- 
dom: Archbishopric of, 440, 442, 443; cap- 
tured by the Ottomans, 624 

Troglita, John, Byzantine diplomat and gen- 
eral: restores imperial power in North 
Africa, 136; in Corippus, 136, 186 

Troizky, J.: on Byzantine society, 661-62; on 
the Arsenites, 663 

Troy: Constantine I visits, 58 

Trullan, council, 225 

Tugorkhan, Khan of the Cumans: and Alexius 
I, 383 

Tulunids, rulers of Egypt, 303 

Tunis: and the Aghlabids, 278; Louis IX and 
Charles of Anjou, 594 

Turaev, B. A., 201 

Turchi, N., 29 

Turin, Conference and Peace of, 627-29 

Turks: relations under Justin II, 170, 354; and 
Caliphate of Bagdad, 303; in the Arab and 
Byzantine armies, 354; in the army of 
Alexius I, 381; in the army of Michael VIII, 
536; threaten Constantinople, 581, 582. See 
also Seljuqs and Ottomans 

Tyler, R., 42 

Typus (“Type of Faith”), 223 

Tyre: silk industry in, 168 

Tzachas, Turkish pirate: career and aims, 384- 
85, 397 

Tzetzes, John: verses relating to Constanti- 
nople, 482; career and work, 498-500 


UD) ares 369, 576 


Ulfila (Vulfila): enlightener of the Goths, 85 
Umayyads (Omayyads): new dynasty, 213- 
14; and the Abbasids, 238; of Spain, 277, 


303 
Underwood, Paul A.: and the mosaics of St. 
Sophia, 190 
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University of Paris: Byzantine medical manual 
in use at, 633 

Upravda, Justinian I’s slavonic name, 129 

Urban II, Pope: and the First Crusade, 397, 
400, 402-3; relations with Alexius, 475 

Urban V, Pope: and the conversion of John 


V, 671 

Usk, Adam, English historian: on Manuel II, 
634 

Uskub, in Upper Macedonia, 129. See also 
Scopia 


Uspensky, C. N.: account of Byzantine his- 
tory, 38; on iconoclasm, 253, 262, 270 
Uspensky, Porphyrius, Bishop: on Athonian 
monasticism, 377; and Athonian archives, 
677 
Uspensky, Th. I.: account and interpretation 
of Byzantine history, 35-37, 40; on Sym- 
machus, 83; on Leo J, 104; on the Patri- 
archate of Constantinople, 106; on Vitalian, 
112; on the Hippodrome, 155; on Hera- 
clius, 197; and excavations in Bulgaria, 220; 
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